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ABS1RACT 
Florida's Beginning Teacher Program was evaluated to 
determine if there were significant differences m administrative 
attitude and perception of success between Orange County and 
Seminole County. Further evaluation was conducted to determine 
if the four possible gender-pairings of beginning teachers and 
peer teachers/mentors resulted in differing success rates. Finally, 
the program was examined to determine if administrative or peer 
teacher/mentor attitude was related to the success of the 
program. 
Beginning teachers, their peer teachers/mentors and 
administrators in Orange County and Seminole County were 
surveyed to accomplish these evaluations, using the Admin-
istrative Attitude Scale and the Beginning Teacher Success Scale 
developed for the study. 
Statistical differences were found between Orange County 
and Seminole County on both of the survey instruments, 
indicating that differences in implementation of state guidelines 
can result in differing attitudes and success rates . These results 
suggest the need for comparative studies in order to evaluate the 
differing plans of implementation. 
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The gender-pairing combination of male beginning teachers 
with male peer teachers/mentors consistently showed the most 
negative results on the Beginning Teacher Success Scale. Study of 
this phenomenon is needed in order to determine the causes and 
cures for this group's poorer success rate. 
Administrative attitude was not statistically related to the 
success of the program. This finding was in contrast to the pre-
vious research, which indicated that the attitude of a 'helping 
adult' was the most critical factor in the success of a beginner. 
Study is needed to determine if this is a result unique to the 
educational community. Administrative comments indicated, 
however, that their attitude toward the participants in the pro-
gram was much more favorable than their attitude toward the 
program itself, and this may provide a key to understanding these 
results. 
In Orange County, peer teacher/mentor attitude was not 
related to the success rate. However, in Seminole County there 
was a statistical relationship between peer teacher/mentor 
attitude and beginning teacher perception of success. There may 
have been a greater commitment on the part of the peer 
teachers/mentors in Seminole county because they were 
financially reimbursed. 
Although there were variations m results between counties 
and groups in the studies, the survey instruments indicated that 
the Beginning Teacher Program was achieving success, and that 
administrative and peer teacher attitude_ was moderately positive. 
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Of all the adult learning methods, perhaps the least em-
ployed and potentially most beneficial is the system of 
mentoring. It can be viewed as an extension of the parent-
child relationship into the career and professional world which 
a young adult has chosen to enter. As independence is 
achieved, the young adult no longer leans upon a parent. Yet, 
such young adults still recognize the need for advice and 
wisdom from experienced adults. Thus, the young adult 1s 
seeking a mentor, someone to fulfill the role of a caring, 
interested adult. 
Carl Rogers (1958) discussed the helping relationships 
integral to all human development and advancement. . Basing 
his conclusions on widely varied research into parent-child 
and therapist-client relationships, Rogers became convinced 
that the results could be generalized to all human 
relationships. This research showed, regardless of philosophic 
underpinning, the most vital factor · in creating a successful 
relationship was the attitude of the therapist or parent. A 
helping, caring, interested adult, as oppo~ed to a withdrawn, 
disinterested or cold adult, produced successful growth and 
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therapeutic relationships. The importance of this carmg adult 
held true whether the therapists were Adlerian, non-directive, 
psycho-therapeutic or client-oriented (Heine, 1954, cited in 
Rogers, 1958); and whether patients were schizophrenic (Betz 
& Whitehorn, 1956, cited in Rogers, 1958), alchoholic (Ends 
and Page, 1957, cited in Rogers, 1958) or simply parents and 
children (Baldwin & Kolhorn, 1945, cited in Rogers, 1958). 
Thus, Rogers felt justified in saying, "I suspect that similar 
facts would be found in a research study of almost any class of 
helping relationships" (Rogers, 1958, p. 7). 
Brown and DeCosta (1982) have pointed out that one-to-
one contact such as that provided by mentoring was easily 
defensible as an adult educational practice, for the greater the 
personal contacts between college students and faculty 
members, the more involved the students became in their own 
educational program, and the more willing they were to 
pursue their particular educational interests. Further, they 
suggested that the system of mentoring was supported by the 
cognitive theories of people such as Perry, Bandura and 
Erikson (Brown & DeCosta, 1982). 
Perry outlined developmental, hierarchical stages of 
personal development, each dependent upon the successful 
resolution of the preceding, and the incorporation of the 
prerequisites of the upcoming stage. Within Perry's scheme of 
nine stages in four clusters, it would be ideal for a mentor to 
be only one or two stages ahead of the protege, for a greater 
gap might lead to lack of empathy and communication 
between the two (Perry, 1981). 
Bandura (1971) stressed the impact of modeling on the 
protege, specified three types of effects of modeling and 
determined that proteges did not merely mimic the behavior 
of their mentors, but observed the behavior and integrated 
those aspects of that behavior that trial and error proved 
useful into their own patterns of response. 
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Erikson postulated eight conflict stages m the develop-
ment of individuals, with successful resolution of each conflict 
being the prerequisite for advancement to the next stage. One 
successful at the final stage, generativity vs. stagnation, would 
provide an ideal mentor in this system, for here the individual 
is concerned with helping the next generation to prepare to 
assume the reins of control. Similarly, the protege would 
likely be found in the stage of young adult, where the struggle 
is to achieve independence (Erikson, 1968). The mentoring 
philosophy, therefore, fit neatly into Erikson's theory. 
Carl Bereitner (1985), with an interest in how a student 
zeroes in on what part of an experience he will learn, dis-
cussed several models of learning, among them learning by 
imitation. Finding it initially very superficial, he nonetheless 
acknowledged that imitation of behavior could indeed provide 
a basis for deeper cognitive acceptance--learning of new 
behavior. Such learning by imitation is part of the peer 
.teacher/beginning teacher relationship. 
Jerome Bruner (1985) discussed models of the learner, 
purportedly to discover the best. Encompassing models from 
Aristotelian philosophy and that of Thomas Acquinas through 
models based on the proposals of John Dewey, Bruner 
concluded with the recently emerged Novice to Expert Model. 
He found this model so new that it was difficult to 
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characterize, and so practical in its application that it seemed 
to disdain any theoretical foundation. This model espoused a 
rational system of looking at the novice and the expert, 
determining what the novice lacks that the expert already has, 
and feeding the information into a computer program which 
then determined the fastest and best way for the novice to 
acquire what he lacked, and move to the expert role. "The 
formula for success is be specific and explicit . . . a computer 
programmer is a better friend than a philosopher of the mind" 
(Bruner, 1985, p. 7). The Novice to Expert Model subordinated 
that learner to the steps that must be taken to achieve exper-
tise. Bruner then concluded that there was no one best model 
of the learner, but rather a need to choose the appropriate 
model for the task to be accomplished. In this context, the 
Novice to Expert Model certainly seemed appropriate to the 
induction period of a student into the teaching profession, and 
the use of a peer teacher/mentor, or model to enhance that 
induction process. 
Virginia Lester and Cynthia Johnson (1981) identified 
mentoring as one of the oldest forms of. developmental in-
struction. They outlined a formal process of mentoring which 
included listing the past accomplishments and present status 
of the student, identifying the student's goals and together 
determining an evaluative instrument that the student must 
meet for success. These steps were closely related to those 
created by the Florida Beginning Teacher Coalition for the 
Development of a Performance Evaluation System (FPMS) in 
1982 for the Florida Beginning Teacher Program, although 
Lester and Johnson did stress more participation by the 
student in formulating the steps of the process. 
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Finally, Elizabeth Bolton (1980) has stressed the import-
ance of role modeling. She felt that the process of mentoring 
was part of the social learning or socialization process. She 
further contended that the lack of appropriate women role 
models in the business world had a deleterious effect on the 
development of future female executives. In the field of 
education, this fact would not be true except for those females 
aspiring to administrative positions. 
The role modeling aspect of the mentor-protege relation-
ship can hardly be overlooked, as in one form or another it 
appeared in nearly all of the literature on adult learning. This 
is an aspect of the mentoring relationship that may not have 
been fully explored in creating the Florida Beginning Teacher 
Program, and one which may need further attention at some 
future date. 
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Definition and Roles of Mentors 
Mentoring may be poorly understood, largely because of 
the wide variety of meamngs and systems attributed to it. 
The term originated in Greek literature, with Mentor being the 
name of the tutor hired by Odysseus to teach his young son. 
While generally understood to be a tutorial, individualized 
system, the interpretations and implementations of the .role of 
the mentor are myriad. 
Sheehy (1976, p. 151) identified a mentor as " ... one of 
relatively high organizational status who by mutual consent 
takes an active interest in the career development of another 
person ... " and further defined the mentor as "... a non-parental 
career role model who actively provides guidance, support and 
opportunities for the protege. The function of mentor consists 
of role model, consultant/advisor and sponsor ... " (Sheehy 
1976, p. 131) thus supporting the modeling theory of Bandura. 
In like fashion, Bolton (1980, p. 198) said the mentor was " ... 
one who personalizes the modeling influences for the protege 
by direct involvement not necessarily implied by a role model. 
Thus, in addition to being a role model, the mentor acts as a 
guide, a tutor or coach, and a confidant." 
Supporting the Rogerian interpretation, The Woodlands 
Group (1980, p. 98) said the mentor was " ... a guide who 
supports the person's dream and helps put it into effect in the 
world ... " and "... who possess sincere generosity, compassion 
and concern. Further they listen in the best Rogerian sense, 
displaying feeling as well as ideas" (The Woodlands Group, 
1980, p. 92). 
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Phillips-Jones (1982, p. 21) looked at mentoring in a 
more corporate context and stated that "... mentors are 
influential people who significantly help proteges reach maJor 
life goals. They have the power--through who or what they 
know--to promote welfare, training or career." Similarly, 
Thompson (1976, p. 30) identified the mentor as " ... one who 1s 
receptive to looking objectively at accomplishment and giving 
encouragement, and also running interference for protoges 
being groomed for higher level jobs. Misserian, on the other 
hand stated that (1982, p. 87) 
"... a mentor 1s a person who shares 'the dream' --not 
necessarily a consciously formulated career goal but rather a 
cherished perception of self ( ego ideal) ... " and thus appeared 
to be an adherent of the Perry theory of personal 
development. Levinson (1978, p. 98) too saw the mentor m a 
more personal role as "... one defined not in terms of the 
formal role, but in terms of the character of the relationship 
and the function it serves. A mentor's primary function is to 
be a transitional figure, one who fosters the younger person's 
development, a mixture of parent and peer. A mentor may act 
as a host and guide, welcoming the initiate into a new 
occupational as well as social world and acquainting the 
protege with its values, customs, resources and cast of 
characters." 
Like the definition, the roles of a mentor may vary 
tremendously. Phillips-I ones ( 1982) suggested at least six 
educational roles that a mentor may assume: 
1. the traditional mentor, often an older boss who 
provided nurture for long periods of time; 
2. the supportive boss, who could be anyone m a 
supervisory role; 
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3. the organizational sponsor who has reached the top 
echelon of management and has a major say in 
determining promotions; 
4. the professional career mentor, who was hired 
specifically to improve a career; 
5. patrons, using their money and clout to launch a 
career; and 
6. the invisible godparent, who helped a protege 
reach a career goal without the protege's 
knowledge (Phillips-Jones, 1982). 
It is only recently that investigators . have included 
women in their studies of mentoring. Generally, earlier works 
have excluded women because they looked at the young 
people trying to work themselves into the upper echelons of 
the business world, and those young people were almost 
exclusively male. Levinson ( 1978) recognized the necessity 
for investigating the mentoring relationship in women, but 
found very few women in the corporate structure, either in 
the position to become mentors or in the · entry position of 
needing mentors. However, some attention has been turned to 
9 
the importance of the mentoring relationship for young 
women, hoping to advance in business and industry. Sheehy 
(1974) discovered that those women who did gain recognition 
in their efforts at career advancement were those who had 
mentors. Hennig and J ardim ( 1977) found that those women 
who were successful in business generally had mothers who 
were caretakers, rather than career-oriented, formed an early 
closer relationship with their fathers than with their mothers, 
stayed for a long period of time with the same organization, 
and had bosses who served as mentors. Orth and Jacobs 
(1971) maintained that women advanced less rapidly and less 
often in business because they did not have reliable female 
mentors to aid them in their pursuit. This lack of women 
mentors may have been because there were fewer women m 
the position to become mentors or because of the "Queen Bee" 
syndrome--the idea that there can be one and only one 
woman in a high level position in a company (Harragan, 1977). 
Misserian's extensive study of mentoring for women 
( 1982) disclosed that the system operated much as it did for 
men, with similar introductory, growth and termination stages . 
Further she found that the mentoring group not only made 
better advancement in the corporate structure, but also per-
ceived the business world as an exciting challenge, while the 
non-mentoring group perceived that world as hostile and 
threatening . Mentoring has played an important part in the 
corporate, professional and higher educational structure for 
some time. According to Bova and Phillips ( 1984, p. 19), ". . . 
organizations need to be made aware of the benefits of 
mentoring and should encourage their senior employees to 
help cultivate the skills and talents of newcomers." 
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It is apparent that mentoring has not yet been identified 
as one integrated system, but rather that the term can have 
different meanings in different contexts. The Florida 
Beginning Teacher Program has made an effort to incorporate 
this mentoring concept (FPMS, 1982), with the hope of 
increasing the chance for beginning teachers to achieve 
success. 
Statement of the Problem 
Indoctrination of beginning teachers into the profession 
has proved to be laden with pitfalls. Various nations, states 
and local school districts have developed programs designed to 
ease the transition of beginners into the teaching profession, 
and also to provide a gate-keeping function for the benefit of 
the profession. Florida's Beginning Teacher Program is one 
such program. 
The purpose of the study was three-fold: first, it was to 
evaluate the success of Florida's Beginning Teacher Program 
and determine if there were significant differences between 
the two counties involved in the study; second, it was to 
determine if there was a significant difference between the 
perceived success of the program, as measured by the 
Beginning Teacher Success Scale, and the gender-pairings of 
the beginning teachers and their peers; and finally, it was to 
determine if there were significant differences between the 
attitude of the peer teachers/mentors and administrators as 
measured by the Beginning Teacher Attitude Scale and the 
perceived success of the program as measured by the 
Beginning Teacher Success Scale. 
Research Questions 
1. Are there significant differences between the 
responses of the two counties to the two survey 
instruments? 
2. Is there a significant difference between the 
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success of the Beginning Teacher Program as per-
ceived by the peer teacher/mentors or the begin-
ning teachers; and the gender of the participants--
female peer teacher/mentor-female beginning 
teacher; male peer teacher/mentor-female begin-
ning teacher; male peer teacher/mentor-male 
beginning teacher; or female peer teacher/mentor-
male beginning teacher--as measured by the 
Success Scale? 
3. Is there a significant difference between the 
attitude of the administrator concerning the 
Beginning Teacher Program as measured by the 
Administrative Attitude ·scale and the beginning 
teachers' perceptions of success of that program as 
measured by the Beginning Teacher Program 
Success Scale? 
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4. Is there a significant difference between the 
attitude of the peer teacher/mentor concerning the 
Beginning Teacher Program as measured by the 
Attitude Scale and the beginnning teachers' per-
ception of success of that program as measured by 
the Beginning Teacher Success Scale? 
Definition of Terms 
1. Administrators. Administrators were those pnn-
cipals or assistant principals who were designated 
as being primarily responsible for the supervision 
of the Beginning Teacher Program within their 
schools. 
2. Administrative and peer teacher/mentor attitude. 
Administrative and peer teacher/mentor attitude 
referred to a positive or negative assessment of 
attitude as measured by the Administrative 
Attitude Scale. 
3. Beginning Teachers. Beginning Teachers were 
those teachers who took part in the Florida Begin-
ning Teacher Program, whether they were newly 
graduated, or teachers from out-of-state without 
Florida teaching experience. 
4. Mentors. Mentors were · peer teachers charged 
with the responsibility of assisting the beginning 
teacher and conducting formative evaluations for 
the purpose of aiding beginning teachers to 
improve in their teaching effectiveness. 
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5. Formative evaluation or assessment. Formative 
evaluation or assessment was that evaluation used 
to assist the beginning teachers to improve their 
performance. 
6. Summative evaluation or assessment. Summative 
evaluation or assessment was that evaluation used 
to judge the teacher for purposes of successful 
completion of the beginning teacher program and 
full certification. 
7. Success of the program. For purposes of this study, 
success of the program was determined by the 
results of the Beginning Teacher Program Success 
Scale. 
Importance of the Study 
Since the Florida Beginning Teacher Program was instituted, 
much money has been allocated by the state legislature and 
many hours have been devoted to implementation of the 
program by peer teachers/ mentors and administrators. 
Therefore, it was important that determinations be made 
regarding the success of the program. If differences in success 
existed between counties, it was important that variations in 
implementation be examined to determine the causes for those 
differences. The principal was generally the most important 
person in determining the success of a beginning teacher, 
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(Applegate, Flora & Lasley, 1980; Armstrong, 1984; Meyers, 
1981) with peer teachers/ mentors rating a very close second. 
(Fagan & Walter, 1982) If the attitude of these individuals 
was related to the perceived success of beginning teachers, it 
was vital that the educational community be aware of that 
effect, and take steps to insure that a positive administrative 
and peer teacher/ mentor attitude was fostered toward the 
beginning teacher and the Beginning Teacher Program. In 
similar fashion, if there was a significant difference between 
perceived success of the program according to the gender 
combination of the peer teacher/mentor-beginning teacher 
relationship, it was important that this consideration be taken 
into account in making assignments of peer teachers/mentors, 
or that something be done to irradicate the effects of this 
relationship. 
Assumptions 
1. The subjects of the study, beginning teachers in 
certain schools in Orange and Seminole counties, 
were representative of Florida beginning teachers 
in general. 
2. Administrators and peer teachers/mentors had all 
received training in the implementation of the 
Beginning Teacher Program and the use of the for-
mative and summative evaluation instrument, as 
provided by the D.O.E. regulations for implement-
ing· the law. 
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3. Administrative and peer teacher/mentor attitudes 
were unaffected by how they felt they should 
respond, and their responses represented a true 
picture of their feelings. 
4. The Administrative Attitude Scale and the Begin-
ning Teacher Success Scale as developed and tested 
gave a valid and reliable portrayal of attitudes 
regarding the Beginning Teacher Program. 
Study Limitations 
1. The limited age of the Florida Beginning Teacher 
Program and the one-year length of this study 
precluded the possibility of determining if there 
was a shift toward a more positive response of 
beginning teachers to the Florida Beginning 
Teacher Program after experience, a phenomenon 
noted in an Australian study discussed in 
Chapter II. 
2. Evaluation records of beginning teachers are con-
fidential, as are those of all teachers, and therefore 
could not be used for purposes of determining 
success or failure of the program. As a result, it 
was necessary to determine success or failure of 
the program with the us_e of the Beginning Teacher 
Success Scale. 
3. The study was limited to the degree that statistical 
comparison of the Beginning Teacher Success Scale 
and the Administrative Attitude Scale lacked 
viable statistical support. 
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CHAPTER IT 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The beginning teacher has always posed a special prob-
lem for the educational community. Inducting these beginners 
into the teaching profession is of maximum importance in 
maintaining and furthering the development of public educa-
tion. Problems of induction exist in all of the professions. 
However, in the education profession, the problem may be 
compounded by the very fact that the potential teacher has 
spent so many years within the system--in the role of a 
student. 
As each aspect of the problem (pre-service, affiliation, 
control, parental relationships, student success, and time 
management) was examined in this review, an effort was 
made to show how the state of Florida has responded to the 
needs of the beginning teacher through the development of 
The Florida Beginning Teacher Program. The Florida Beginning 
Teacher Program was mandated by the Legislature in the 
1978 and 1979 sessions, and took effect in June of 1982. 
There appeared to have been a comprehensive effort on the 
part of the Florida Beginning Teacher Coalition for the Devel-
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opment of a Performance Evaluation System (FPMS, 1982) to 
study some aspects of the question through examining the 
applicable research, and to compile a complete set 
of materials, as a means of setting up a umque program for 
the induction of the first-year or beginning teacher into the 
teaching profession. 
As yet, there has been little research completed on this 
program and a minimum of material published concerning the 
efficacy of the program. Criticism of the program has come 
from many sources, and one of the few published articles 
(Rothberg and Barr-Johnson, 1983) addressed many of the 
critics' concerns. In this article, it was maintained that the pro-
gram did not encourage teachers to evaluate other teachers as 
critics have claimed, but rather encouraged peer teachers/ 
mentors to act in a supervisory, or helping teacher role. 
Rather than forcing all teachers to teach in the same fashion, 
the program, through the inclusion of domains of teaching 
skills, encouraged the development of many different types of 
teaching skills. In regard to the amount of time and paper-
work which is required, Rothberg and Barr-Johnson (1983) 
suggested that this was an area which must be addressed, and 
continued by stating that care must be taken to insure that the 
program was not used to enforce jus_t one style of teaching, 
that it was more applicable in some teaching settings than in 
others, and that the instruments not be used for "counting 
points" and comparing teachers. Finally, in an answer to the 
statement that the program would be unnecessary if the 
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universities were doing their job, the authors maintained that 
in all professions, a period of introduction or induction is 
required before a practitioner can be said to have reached full 
productivity (Rothberg & Barr-Johnson, 1983 ). 
Although there has been little published at this writing 
concerning Florida's Beginning Teacher Program, there has 
been a great deal of concern expressed by those in the 
profession regarding beginning teachers in general, and 
articles have been written concerning research done to 
determine what problems they face in their first year of 
teaching, why they face those problems, and what can be done 
to alleviate the problems (Arends, 1983; Applegate, Flora, & 
Lesley, 1980; Brown, 1973; Butler; 1972; Dal, 1985). 
Griffin ( 1985) pointed out that while such research has a 
place in education, has focused attention on the teaching 
process and classified it into conceptually cohesive behaviors, 
the research has generally been correlational in nature and 
there were few studies to show that such correlated behaviors, 
when introducted into the classrooms of beginning teachers 
resulted in the same improved pupil behaviors. 
One area of concern was the relationship of the teacher 
training institutions to the public education system they serve, 
and the adequacy of preparation provided by these institu-
tions. This relationship of teacher training to on-the-job prob-
lems and performance has been investigated extensively, not 
only in the United States but around the world, including 
studies in Australia, Nigeria and Great Britian. One means of 
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studying the adequacy of teacher training has been by con-
ducting a survey of beginning teachers' perceptions of that 
training. Queens and Gretes (1982), in their study, found that 
most beginning teachers felt their training was generally 
adequate, particularly when they were teaching in their maJor 
field, although more detailed interviews with beginning 
teachers showed that many of them had experienced prob-
lems, from mild to severe, in adjusting to their teaching 
situations. Similarly, Mnguaan (1977) found that 85% of the 
secondary teachers studied in Nigeria perceived their training 
as appropriate to their teaching tasks, although they encount-
ered problems m their initial teaching experience. Pataniczek 
and Isaacson ( 1981) reported that beginning teachers felt 
their pre-service training was · overly theoretical and imprac-
tical. Haberman (1978) also called for less theoretical and 
more realistic teacher educaction. In considering the implica-
tion of state-mandated performance evaluations of teachers 
for teacher education institutions, Woolever ( 1985) warned 
that such institutions, while preparing their students for 
evaluations, must not limit their instruction to just those areas, 
but must also incorporate instruction that keeps the "art" in 
teaching. Again, Houston and Felder (1982) reported that 
beginners felt that even their student teaching did not 
completely prepare them for the reality of becoming a teacher. 
Studies have also been conducted in an effort to deter-
mme if there were ways to predict the succe.ss of beginning 
teachers from factors in their personalities or educational 
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histories (Fratianni, 1982; Shade,1982). Such predictions 
would have made it possible to assist potential teachers in 
determining, early in their education, if they were suited for a 
teaching career, and allowed them to exit the program if they 
were unsuited. As yet, however, no significant predictors of 
success have been determined (Fratianni, 1982; Shade, 1982). 
Experienced teachers also often called for more appropriate 
teacher training. The feeling that university courses were 
overly theoretical and impractical has been expressed, with 
teacher comments such as ". . . general education has nothing 
to do with the reality of the classroom . . . " or ". . . courses are 
not practical enough--all talk and no action " being cited as 
evidence for this assumption (Buchanan, 1982). Hitz and 
Roper (1986) contended, however, that along with learning to 
work with adults such as parents, aides, administrators, and 
colleagues, and developing a more realistic view of the 
teaching profession, students needed to be given a more 
complete theoretical framework from which to work. Further, 
it has been argued that it is incumbent upon experienced 
professionals in the field to assist in recruiting and training 
teachers by presenting a true picture of the profession, and 
dispelling the myths of fulfillment that have often been used 
to entice college students into the profession (Emmington, 
1981). Griffin (1985) suggested that while less research has 
been done in this country than in Great Britian and Australia 
on the induction process, and that much of the research that 
has been done has concentrated solely on the adjustment 
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phenomenon, there was evidence that more experienced staff 
members have a profound effect upon the beginning teacher. 
Griffin further felt that if the teaching profession did not wish 
to be simply an unsystematic influence, then it needed to 
formalize a system of support and mentoring involving the 
strongest existing teachers. 
Colleges an1 universities have been accused of being 
overly liberal in their approach to the world and education, 
and thus misleading potential teachers, who must re-align 
their thinking to the world of reality once they are out in the 
field (Schwanke, 1981; Wilhelm, 1980). 
There was a recommendation, expressed in the Florida 
Beginning Teacher Program Handbook (FPMS, 1982), that more 
field experience . or student teaching earlier in the training 
program would be a valuable addition to teacher preparation, 
but the specifics of such early on-the-job experience were not 
outlined. While most students viewed their student teaching 
as an extremely valuable part of their teacher preparation 
(Martin, 1982), most authorities agreed that the earlier the 
potential teacher got into the schools and experienced first-
hand what the job would entail, the better the chances for 
success as a teacher (Edmonds, 1979; Reneau and Murray, 
1981; Zeichner and Tabachnick, 1981). It has also been 
suggested that in addition to student teaching, an extended 
period of provisional status be instituted, with distinct steps 
through which the student moves in hierarchical fashion 
(Schlecty, 1985). Still another plan called for the active 
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participation of university personnel, along with 
administrators and peer teachers/mentors, in assisting the 
beginning teachers through the initial teaching year (Burke & 
Natar, 1985-1986). Related to this field experience was the 
concept that the beginning teacher should be discriminating m 
accepting a first position, and not be afraid to ask questions 
regarding administrative support, purposes of the program, 
facilities and materials provided and the degree of community 
support (Harmon and Doepkens, 1983). 
It appea_red that the teacher education institutions, like 
all professional training institutions, were unable to provide all 
of the training necessary to prepare candidates for their 
profession, within their institutional setting. It was, therefore, 
necessary for the profession itself to provide some of that 
training. Among the tenents of the Florida Beginning Teacher 
Program was the concept that there has been inadequate 
preparation of teachers--indeed that adequate preparation of 
teachers is not possible solely within the training institution 
(FPMS, 1982). Florida's Beginning Teacher Program was 
created as an attempt to fill that void. Part of the statement of 
purpose of the program was that the program would provide a 
set of supervised support services for teachers in their first 
year of teaching in Florida to assist them in their continued 
professional development (FPMS, 1982). 
The problems faced by a beginning teacher are myriad. 
They can probably all be better understood if considered as 
resulting from the sudden transition from student to teacher, a 
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role reversal that exists in no other profession. Documentation 
of the shock caused by this transition came from many 
sources. One beginner related his difficulty in simply getting 
used to being called "Mr." by his students (Mulchahy, 1981). 
Another stated his dissatisfaction with the profession, due 
largely to the insistence of the central office that principals 
maintain an adversarial, rather than helping attitude toward 
all teachers (Terry, 1985). Most pre-service teachers related 
more closely to students as peers than they did to teachers as 
peers, and found the initial phase of the teaching experience a 
struggle for survival (Cruickshank and Callahan, 1983). The 
resulting sense of isolation often lasted for an entire year or 
even longer (Pataniczek and Isaacson, 1981 ). Furthermore, 
beginning teachers found themselves caught in a frequent 
conflict of not knowing and needing to appear knowing, or be 
competent (Corcoran, 1981). 
Cruickshank and Callahan ( 1983) classified the pro bl ems 
of beginning teachers into five categories: affiliation; control; 
parental relationships; student success; and time management. 
Of these, control of student behavior resounded through all of 
the literature as the most prevalent problem faced by new 
teachers (Corcoran, 1983; Cruickshank and Callahan, 1983; 
Felder, 1979; Harmon and Doepkens, 1983; Pataniczek and 
Isaacson, 1981; Schwanke, 1981 ), and has indeed been 
identified as one of the primary strengths that administrators 
looked for in hiring beginning teachers (Webb, 1980). Time 
management also received attention (Cruickshank and 
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Callahan, 1983; Mulcahy, 1981) as beginners were initiating 
themselves into the demanding teaching profession. 
Establishing affiliation with the existing staff, and establishing 
a working relationship with the principal, often viewed as a 
very threatening figure, were also necessary steps for the 
new teacher, as viewed by Cruickshank and Callahan (1983), 
Gehrke (1981), and Pataniczek and Isaacson (1981). Included 
within the time management category was discussion of the 
importance of lesson planning (Mulcahy, 1981). 
Parental relationships often presented a problem for 
beginning teachers, as teachers needed to establish a working 
relationship with the people who were the most important and 
influential in the student's life (Cruickshank and Callahan, 
1983; Gehrke, 1981). Beginning teacher concern with student 
success often came as a second phase in the teacher's career, 
after they had established a feeling of their own identity as 
teachers (Cruickshank and Callahan, 1983). DeCuir (1981) 
identified this as the competence stage in his discussion of 
passages in teaching, while Rubin (1981 ), a beginner herself 
explained a panicky feeling that students were not learning. 
Varying lesson deliveries to meet student needs also was of 
concern to the beginner (Mulcahy, 1981; FPMS, 1982). One of 
the stated intentions of the Florida Beginning Teacher Program 
was to provide assistance to the beginning teacher in meeting 
and conquering these problems (FPMS, 1982). 
Another general area of concern regarding beginning 
teachers was that of evaluation--important in helping 
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beginning teachers assess their own performance; and in 
making that all-important decision on whether or not the 
beginner meets the profession's standards and should be 
rehired. From a supervisory point of view, assessment should 
be used to improve instruction, thus to help the beginning 
teacher improve pef ormance (Sesow, 1981 ). In reality, 
howe·ver, evaluation was often a far more threatening process 
(Cruickshank and Callahan, 1983), and varied greatly from one 
situation to another (Ernst, 1979). A 1984 Appeals Court 
decision that an untenured teacher did not have the protection 
of the due process clause of the 14th amendment to the US 
Constitution (Jacobson, 1984 ), in disputing the results of a 
performance evaluation, is currently due for review by the 
Supreme Court. If the Appellate Court upholds the lower court 
decision, it is possible that the long-standing doctrine protect-
ing untenured or beginning teachers will be reversed, and 
evaluation will become even more threatening. 
It was evident that further research was necessary to 
determine effectiveness in evaluation of beginning teachers 
(Edmonds, 1979; Ernst, 1979). Evaluation was one of the 
central provisions of Florida's Beginning Teacher Program. The 
formative and summative evaluation instruments developed 
for that purpose have received major attention, and were 
based on considerable research into the means of successful 
teaching (FPMS, 1982). 
Various plans have been proposed_ or implemented as a 
means of inducting beginning teachers into the profession. 
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One model (Fitzpatrick, 1982) focused on sources of 
information and assistance available to teachers and the 
intrinsic desires of the new teachers themselves to succeed m 
the profession. This model recommended the use of teacher 
effectiveness research and the assistance of colleagues. In 
Oregon, a system was devised as a warranty plan within which 
the university stated that they stood behind the training of 
their graduates, and would provide assistance, through 
supervision and even through free additional courses, should 
the students show a need for improvement (Weaver, 1985). 
Although receiving some criticism as being too great a threat 
to beginners, and serving too few people (Barr, 1985), still the 
program has been very positively received by the 
administrators of the schools involved, and by the beginning 
teachers who have received assistance (Weaver, 1985). 
A somewhat similar program was described by Jones 
(1986), who recommended extending the pre-service training 
to five years, and then initiating the beginner with a year 
featuring a lighter teaching load and assistance from a master 
supervising teacher and the sponsoring university. A special 
summer of preparation, plus a summer of evaluation following 
the first year would be required, but would also provide 
college credit toward a master's degree (Jones, 1986). The 
need for some type of formal induction period has seemed to 
be increasingly accepted (The Deep End, 1982), often with 
someone simply stating the need for a formal program under 
the department head (Butler, 1982 ). Hulig-Austin (1986) 
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stressed the need for on-site support personnel such as peer 
teachers/mentors even in alternative certification programs. 
Other proposals were much more specific. Wilhelm 
(1980) proposed a system in which master teachers nearing 
retirement be assigned a final year of half-time duty in 
conjunction with a beginning teacher. The two would share 
the educational leadership of the class, with the beginning 
teacher gradually taking over more and more of the class 
instruction responsiblity (Wilhelm, 1980). 
In Toledo, a working plan, devised through umon-
management agreement (Dal, 1985), provided for master 
teachers to be released for up to three years to act as peer 
teachers/mentors. They were assigned 7 to 10 beginning 
teachers to supervise during their beginning years. The 
program was unique in that these teachers shared with 
building administrators and central office staff the decision as 
to whether or not the beginners were successful and thus 
participated m the final decision on rehiring (Dal, 1985). 
A Georgia plan of state-mandated performance 
evaluation for beginning teachers included the concept of the 
evaluators also acting as a support team (Tanner & Ekers, 
1985). Schlecty ( 1986) reported on the program in the 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg which was based on 14 behavioral 
expectations, but also included the provision of peer 
teachers/mentors and support personnel. In Oklahoma, a plan 
has been devised which centered on the provision of a support 
staff composed of the building administrator, an experienced 
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teacher and a higher education representative (Friske & 
Combs, 1986). 
The AFT made a proposal based on the proposition that 
teachers, like members of other professions, should have a 
major voice in the training and induction of new members of 
the profession (Ryan, 197 4 ). This extensive proposal included 
the ideas of teachers studying the problem, forming policy, 
including that policy in collective bargaining agreements, and 
implementing that policy at the local level (Ryan, 197 4 ). 
Schlechty and Vance (1983) also called for active involvement 
of skilled teachers m the teacher training process. 
One teacher training institution has developed and 
piloted a program for sharing responsiblity for the beginning 
teacher between the pre-service institution, the state's 
department of education and local school system. Following a 
two-year study, the institution was able to report some 
success in terms of improved teacher evaluations and teacher 
satisfaction, which indicated that teachers were apt to remam 
longer in the profession (Blackburn, 1977). Another proposal 
called for the involvement of the state education agency 
through close cooperation with the training institution and the 
local school (Lesley, 1981 ). 
In Australia, an experimental program included 
conferences and regular meetings of beginning teachers with 
experienced teachers and supervisors; visits by the beginners 
to other schools; reduction of work load for the beginning 
teachers; printed materials for familiarizing the beginning 
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teacher with the system and school; the use of consultants at 
the state and local level to help the beginners improve their 
performance where needed; meetings of the beginning 
teachers with principals and other senior staff members to 
discuss any problems encountered by the beginners; and the 
support of local school staff (Tisher, Fryfield and Taylor, 1978). 
A follow-up study of the teachers who participated in that 
experimental program showed that the majority of those 
teachers felt that facets of the program, such as visits to other 
schools, meetings outside of the school and pre-school and 
weekend orientation meetings were considered to be valuable, 
as was the assistance of experienced teachers (Casebourne and 
McCabe, 1980). 
A 1983 British plan provided for a three-year proba-
tionary period, with an emphasis on peer teacher/mentor 
assistance (Garner, 1983 ). Initial reaction of particpants to 
this program was lukewarm (Lodge, 1982), with only 41 % of 
polled primary teachers being in favor of the peer teacher/ 
mentor plan, although 78% of the involved secondary teachers 
expressed some satisfaction with the system (Lodge, 1980). 
School officials have expressed the opinion that with the 
reduction in need for teachers, one reason for the dissatis-
faction was that the new teachers were the cream of the crop 
and were least in need of assistance (Lodge, 1980). 
However, in the follow-up study of the Australian 
program, many teachers who had expressed .dissatisfaction as 
beginners reversed their opinion after several years of 
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experience (Casebourne and McCabe, 1980). It may well be 
that teachers need several years of experience in order to see 
the value of an induction program. Florida's Beginning 
Teacher Program has set out to include many of these same 
concepts--particularly that of use of the peer teacher/mentor 
in a supervisory role of helping teacher (FPMS, 1982). 
The responsibility for providing leadership for a 
induction program into the teaching profession probably must 
be shared. Some authors called for involvement of the 
community through orientation to that community and 
through community support (Brown, 1973; Campbell, 1981). 
Others thought that supervisors could play a major role in the 
induction of new teachers. For example, it was maintained that 
quality supervision was more important for beginning 
teachers than for any other group (Zurbrick, 1981). Clinical 
supervision, with its emphasis on the pre-observation 
conference in a non-threatening atmosphere, and the 
improvement of instruction was also recommended (Jones, 
Jentz and Wofford, 1981; Martin and Howell, 1981). The 
supervisor was also suggested as the most logical person to 
head a formal induction program (Butler, 1982). However, 
throughout the literature there was no more persistent theme 
than that of the vital importance of the role played by peer 
teachers/mentors, and administrators. The role of the peer 
teacher/mentor was to act as an experienced adult who 
befriends and builds confidence in less experienced adults, 
offering support, advice and opportunity to those young adults 
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(Fagan and Walter, 1982). Beginning teachers themselves 
maintained that their most valuable assistance came from peer 
teacher/mentors (As You Mean to Continue, 1983; Campbell, 
1981; Greiman, 1981; Mulcahy, 1981). Similarly, veteran 
teachers advised the use of peer teacher/mentors to initiate 
the beginners (Fitzpatrick, 1982; Walter, 1982). Experts in the 
field echoed the same call for the aid of peer teachers/mentors 
(Vos, 1963 ), and studies have demonstrated the value of the 
peer teacher/mentor to the beginning teacher (Gehrke, 1983; 
Ryan, 197 4 ), with the related fact that the peer group was one 
of the most important influences on the beginning teacher who 
expressed a need for the professional contact (Gehrke, 1981 ). 
Boynton, DiGeronimo and Gustafson (1985) have created a 
"basic survival guide" for beginning teachers, which included 
seeking out the assistance of the seasoned professional. 
Driscoll, Peterson and Lauchak (1985) have outlined a program 
for training peer teachers/mentors which focused on the 
essential characteristics they must display. Beginning teachers 
have said that the greatest needs were for empathy and 
ability to communicate. This training program emphasized 
these facets while also calling for time for the peer 
teachers/mentors to perform these additional duties. The 
program also stressed the need for inservice and support for 
the peer teachers/ mentors themselves, and a mid-year 
evaluation to determine if the peer teacher/mentor and 
beginning teacher were well-matched. If they were not, then 
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re-assignment of a new peer teacher/mentor was 
recommended (Driscoll, Peterson & Kauchak, 1985). 
Principals played the most vital role in the life of the 
beginning teacher, possibly due to their evaluative function. 
One of the first considerations was for the beginning teacher to 
determine, before accepting a position, if the principal was 
supportive of the program that the beginning teacher 
espoused, for without such administrative support, the teacher 
would likely be doomed (Harmon & Doepkens, 1983). Too 
often, administrative expectation left out the crucial factor of 
experience, and the administrator needed to be willing and 
prepared to work with the beginning teacher to help wherever 
help was needed (Sesow, 1981 ). 
Meyers (1981) saw the assistance of beginning teachers 
as one of the most crucial and challenging tasks for an 
administrator. He suggested that the task included alleviating 
anxieties, acting in a supportive role, allowing each new 
teacher to be unique, assisting new teachers to achieve status 
with their peers, providing them with ample opportunities to 
know the local situation, allowing them to make unique 
contributions, providing them with ample opportunities to 
learn and grow, promoting opportunities for them to associate 
socially with their peers, and helping them to define and 
understand their relationship with the administrator. 
The principal was the single most important figure m 
helping the beginners to bridge the gap from student to 
teacher, and in this role could help them adapt through 
33 
theraputic orientation to fit into the situation and intellectual 
orientation to successfully fulfill their assigned teaching tasks 
(Armstrong, 1984 ). The principal could be supportive as a 
cooperative problem-solver, a reinforcer, an advice-giver, a 
socializer-sunshiner, or an empathizer-confidant (Applegate, 
Flora and Lasley, 1980). Kurtz (1983) recommended that the 
principal use specific procedures in indoctrinating the begin-
ning teacher, such as special orientations, special inservice 
activities, pairing them with master teachers, providing 
someone to help furnish and set up their room, assigning them 
no "cast-off" courses or classes, limiting their expected extra 
assignments, providing regular contacts to open lines of 
communication, helping them to identify problems early m 
their development, and providing regular evaluations. 
Hasenfus (1986) has created a list of suggestions for admin-
istrators to share with beginning teachers, and Hedinger 
(1986) has stressed the necessity for administrators to find 
time within their busy day to give to the beginners. 
Throughout it all, the principal remained the person who 
would make the final evaluation of the beginning teacher, an 
evaluation whose emotional content can hardly be overstated, 
and which provides acceptance, or the rite of entry, into the 
field (Pataniczek and Isaacson, 1981 ). Thus, the principal 
must act in the dual role of supporter, and evaluator, and his 
success in combining these roles was of crucial importance in 
determining the success of the beginning teach~r. Within the 
Florida Beginning Teacher Program, the principal was assigned 
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theraputic orientation to fit into the situation and intellectual 
orientation to successfully fulfill their assigned teaching tasks 
(Armstrong, 1984 ). The principal could be supportive as a 
cooperative problem-solver, a reinforcer, an advke-giver, a 
socializer-sunshiner, or an empathizer-confidant (Applegate, 
Flora and Lasley, 1980). Kurtz (1983) recommended that the 
principal use specific procedures in indoctrinating the begin-
ning teacher, such as special orientations, special in service 
activities, pairing them with master teachers, providing 
someone to help furnish and set up their room, assigning them 
no "cast-off" courses or classes, limiting their expected extra 
assignments, providing regular contacts to open lines of 
communication, helping them to identify problems early m 
their development, and providing regular evaluations. 
Hasenfus (1986) has created a list of suggestions for admin-
istrators to share with beginning teachers, and Hedinger 
(1986) has stressed the necessity for administrators to find 
time within their busy day to give to the beginners. 
Throughout it all, the principal remained the person who 
would make the final evaluation of the beginning teacher, an 
evaluation whose emotional content can hardly be overstated, 
and which provides acceptance, or the rite of entry, into the 
field (Pataniczek and Isaacson, . 1981 ). Thus, the principal 
must act in the dual role of supporter, and evaluator, and his 
success in combining these roles was of crucial importance in 
determining the success of the beginning teacher. Within the 
Florida Beginning Teacher Program, the principal was assigned 
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this dual task of providing support, being supervisory, and 
performing the summative evaluation, an administrative task 
(FPMS, 1982). 
Throughout the literature, the theme was echoed that 
the beginning teachers do not enter the profession -adequately 
prepared for the job that will face them, particularly during 
their first year. A structured, organized program of support 
was clearly called for, and appeared to this writer to be the 
most reasonable approach to solving the problem of 
indoctrinating the beginning teacher. Even as a period of 
internship is called for in other professions, so it was also 
necessary for beginning teachers. 
The Florida Beginning Teacher Program provided such a 
structured program of internship or indoctination. The peer 
teacher became a mentor for the beginner, and the formative 
evaluation system created a systematic means for the 
beginning teacher to judge his progress toward success m his 
teaching career. If the program proves to be successful in 
providing on-the-job training and facilitating the transition of 
the beginning teacher from student to teacher, it may well 
become a model for other states to emulate. 
35 
CHAPTER III 
DESIGN OF THE STUDY 
Population 
The population for the study was composed of the 
beginning teachers, their peer teachers/mentors, and their 
administrators in one large Florida county, Orange, and one small 
Florida county, Seminole. For purposes of this study all teachers 
needing to complete the Beginning Teacher Program for 
certification were considered beginning teachers, whether they 
were first-year teachers, or experienced out-of-state teachers 
who were just entering the Florida teaching profession. 
Peer teachers/mentors were those experienced teachers 
who had received special training to serve as helping teachers for 
the beginning teachers. These peer teachers/mentors had 
received special training m administering The Formative 
Classroom Observation Instrument of the Florida Performance 
Management System (FPMS, 1982), developed for the Florida 
Beginning Teacher Program. Peer teachers/mentors had been 
trained to use this instrument for the purpose of helping 
beginning teachers identify their weaknesses, and giving the 
teachers assistance m remediating those deficit areas. 
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For purposes of the study, administrators were the 
administrators in each school who were directly responsible for 
carrying out the beginning teacher program. In some instances 
this was the principal, particularly in smaller schools or in 
elementary schools. In other instances, the administrator in 
charge of the Beginning Teacher Program was one or more 
assistant principals. Where multiple responsibility for the 
program was assigned, these people were considered to be 
administrators in charge of the program. Administrators had 
been trained in the use of both The Formative Classroom 
Observation Instrument and The Summative Classroom 
Observation Instrument of the Florida Professional Management 
System (FPMS, 1982), developed for The Beginning Teacher 
Program. While the two instruments were very similar and were 
measuring the same domains of teaching with the same rating 
scale, the formative instrument was somewhat more detailed, 
breaking each domain and sub-domain of teaching into smaller 
parts that could be assessed and re mediated. The summati ve 
instrument measured just the domains and major sub-domains. 
The administrators were part of a team that was charged with 
assisting the beginning teacher to overcome deficit areas of their 
teaching performance. However, the administrator in charge of 
The Beginning Teacher Program had the additional duty, one 
assigned solely to the administrator, of completing the summative 
evaluation to determine if the beginning teacher had successfully 
completed the program and was qualified to receive a Regular 
Florida teaching certificate. 
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Data Collection Plan 1 
The population consisted of beginning teachers, their peer 
teachers/mentors, and their administrators in schools in Orange 
and Seminole counties who agreed to participate in the study. 
The data collection process began in the Fall of 1986 with 
the identification of all beginning teacher participants in the 
Beginning Teacher Program. OF a total of 144 schools, 2 
administrators refused permission for the research to be 
conducted. 
The population of peer teachers/mentors was then 
determined, for it consisted of those peer teachers/~entors who 
were assigned to the beginning teacher participating in the study. 
The number of peer teachers/mentors did not equal the number 
of beginning teachers since it was possible that one person could 
serve as a peer teacher/mentor to more than one beginning 
teacher. Thus, if more than one of the beginning teacher subjects 
was assigned the same peer teacher/mentor, the potential size of 
the peer teacher/mentor population was decreased by one. 
Furthermore, administrators in Orange County did not choose to 
assign peer teachers/mentors to the 45-day participants, further 
decreasing the potential size of the peer teacher/mentor 
population. 
1 The surveys were distributed to all participants, and with a 78.9% return, the 
study became a quasi-population study. Due to the way in which the data were 
collected, it was not possible to follow up on the non-returns and achieve a total 
population study. The statistics, however, were not intended to be used in the 
true statistical sense, but rather to point out notable differences in the 
population. 
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The population of administrators was similarly determined 
by the population of beginning teachers, and was made up of all 
those administrators with beginning teachers participating in the 
study. While some administrators had one teacher subject in the 
study, others had as many as 10 subjects in the study. Therefore, 
the number of administrator subjects did not equal the number 
of beginning teacher subjects. 
Instrumentation 
Two instruments were used. The Administrative Attitude 
Survey was constructed by the writer to discriminate between a 
positive and negative attitude toward the Beginning Teacher 
Program on the part of the administrators and peer teachers/ 
mentors (see Exhibit 1 on p. 40). The Beginning Teacher Success 
Scale, was constructed by the writer to rate the success of the 
Beginning Teacher Program as perceived by all participants (see 




Please rank your assessment of the following statements concerning the 
Florida Beginning Teacher Program according to the following scale: 
1--strongly agree; 2- agree; 3--mildly agree; 4--mildly disagree; 
5-- disagree; 6--strongly disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Beginning teachers now feel less isolated than they did 
before the Beginning Teacher Program ...................................... :.c •• :.c •• * .. :.c •• :.c .• I 
2. The Beginning Teacher Program is of value in orienting the 
experienced out-of-state teacher to Florida schools ................ :.c •• :.c .. :.c •. :.c •• :.c .. :.c 
3. There are fewer parent-teacher problems with beginning 
teachers than before the program was initiated ........................ :.c .• :.c •• :.c .• :.c .. :.c .. :.c 
4. Beginning teachers now cause fewer problems for 
administrators than before the program was initiated ............ ··*··*··*··*· .:.c .. :.c 
5. There has been no noticeable change in the effectiveness 
of beginning teachers since this program was initiated ............ :.c .• :.c •. :.c .• :.c •. :.c .. :.c 
6. Beginnning teachers now have fewer classroom discipline 
problems than before the program was initiated ....................... :.c •. :.c .• :.c •• :.c .. :.c .. :.c 
7. Administrative paperwork regarding the B"eginning 
Teacher Program is worth the time and effort required.···········*··*··*··*··*··* 
8. New teachers are now more readily accepted by the 
existing staff ............................................................................. :.c •• :.c •• :.c .• :.c .. :.c .. :.c 
9. Overall, I would rate the Beginning Teacher Program as 
effective in meeting its goals ..................................................... :.c •• :.c .• :.c .• :.c •• :.c .. :.c 
Comments __________________________________ _ 
Exhibit 1. Administrative Attitude Scale 
BEGINNING TEACHER 
SUCCESS SCALE 
Please rate the following statements concerning Florida's Beginning Teacher 
Program according to this scale: 
1--strongly agree; 2--agree; 3--mildly agree; 4--mildly disagree; 
5--disagree; 6--strongly disagree 
41 
l 2. l i i Q. 
1. The Beginning Teacher Program helps first-year teachers get 
off to a good start in the teaching profession ................................ :;t.:;t.:;t.:;t.:;t.:;t 
2. The peer teacher is of great assistance to the beginner in 
many areas of their first-year teaching experience ................... ····*·*·*·*·*·* 
3. The observations help participants to overcome deficit areas 
in their teaching ............................................................................. *·*·*·*·*·* 
4. The observation provides a means for self-appraisal, and 
correction of problem areas for beginning teachers ....................... *·*·*·*·*·* 
5 . The final evaluation provides an accurate picture of teaching 
performance ................................................................................... ·*·*·*·*·*·* 
6. Other teachers provide more help to beginners than do assigned 
peer teachers ........................................... : ...................................... *·*·*·*·*·* 
7. Administrators are very helpful to first-year teachers during 
their first year of teaching ............................................................. *·*·*·*·*·* 
8. Peer teachers provide many useful ideas that beginners can 
implement ...................................................................... ·················*·*·*·*·*·* 
9. I feel that the Beginning Teacher · Program has been very 
beneficial ....................................................................................... :;t.:;t.:;t.:;t.:;t.:;t 
Comments __________________________________ _ 
Exhibit 2. Beginning Teacher Success Scale 
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A pilot study was conducted in the Spring of 1986 with a 
group drawn from the same general population that would be 
examined in the actual study. Teachers and administrators from 
Orange and Seminole counties participated in the pilot study. 
Analysis of the results of the pilot study showed that the Alpha 
Reliability Coefficient for the Beginning Teacher Attitude Scale 
was .75 and for the Beginning Teacher Success Scale was .91, 
indicating that the instruments yielded reliable results. 
In addition, a committee of experts examined the instru-
ment items to determine content validity. The committee of 10 
was composed of one Program Coordinator for the Beginning 
Teacher Program, one county-level coordinator involved with the 
Beginning Teacher Program through having teachers in the pro-
gram, two university professors, one building administrator in 
each of the two counties, one teacher in each county who had 
participated in the Beginning Teacher Program, and one teacher 
in each county who had been certified before the Beginning 
Teacher Program was initiated. The results of the work of the 
committee showed that one question on each survey was 
considered inappropriate and the questions were eliminated. In 
addition, a difference in terminology used in the two counties was 
noted, and the survey instruments were adjusted to 
accommodate this difference. 
Information of a more demographic nature was also 
collected from the beginning teacher participants. They were 
asked to identify their age-range category, whether they were 
first-year or out-of-state experienced teachers, whether they had 
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received their Bachelor's Degree in Florida or out-of-state, 
whether they were participating in a 45-day, 90-day or full 180-
day program, and the level of their teaching assignment from 
Primary to High School (see Exhibit 3, below). 
Please fill out the following information: 
1. Status (Circle One) 
First-Year Teacher Out-of-State Experienced Teacher 
2. Bachelor's Degree received in: (Circle One) 
Florida Out of State 
3. Age (Circle One) 
20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60 or over 
4 . Grade Level Assignment (Circle One) 
Primary Intermediate Middle High School 
5. Program Length (Circle One) 
45 days 90 days Full-year 
Exhibit 3. Demographic Information Supplied by Beginning 
Teachers. 
Data Collection 
The process of collecting the data needed to complete the 
study involved several steps. Permission to conduct research had 
to be granted by both Orange and Seminole counties, and lists of 
beginning teachers, peers and administrators had to be obtained 
from the county offices of each county. Permission also had to be 
granted by individual building administrators to conduct the 
research in their schools. Only then could the surveys be printed, 
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prepared and delivered to the involved personnel. In order to 
coordinate these steps, and insure that all requirements had been 
fulfilled for conducting research, a time-line was developed in the 
Spring of 1986. 
Time-Line 
Summer 1986--Contact county offices to obtain permission to do 
research, explaining what that research will involve. 
Late August-Early September 1986--Identification of all 
Beginning Teachers in Orange and Seminole counties. 
September 1986--Categorize Beginning Teachers and Peer 
teachers/mentors into each of the four gender-pairing groups. 
September-October 1986--Contact principals who have Beginning 
Teachers in their buildings to obtain permission to conduct the 
research. 
October-November 1986--Schedule data-collection times with all 
involved building administrators. 
Late January-Early February 1987--Collect Data 
The first step was to obtain permission from each of the 
county school districts to conduct the research. This was 
accomplished in two different ways. In Orange County, a formal 
application was filed, with a copy of the instruments to be used 
and a copy of the completed proposal. The approved application 
was returned, with a notation that copies should be shown to all 
principals when requesting to conduct research in their schools 
(see Appendix A). In Seminole County, a meeting was set up 
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with county-level personnel in charge of supervising all research 
conducted within the school. Once permission had been received 
at that level, it was also necessary to get permission from the 
Director of Staff Development who was responsible for 
coordinating the Beginning Teacher Program. In this case, 
permission was granted by telephone and confirmed by letter 
(see Appendix B). 
Lists of the beginning teachers, their peer teachers/ 
mentors, their school assignment and their administrators were 
received in early December, and the surveys were printed in six 
different colors: white was used for both scales for the admin-
istrators; peer teachers/mentors received yellow copies of the 
Administrative Attitude Scale; peer teachers/mentors and 
beginning teachers received copies of the Success Scale . color-
coded to indicate the gender-pairing of beginner and peer, with 
red being used for female beginning teacher with female peer 
teacher, blue for female beginning teacher with male peer 
teacher, green for male beginning teacher with male peer teacher, 
and purple for male beginning teacher with female peer teacher. 
In addition, the peer teacher/mentor copies of the Success Scale 
had the letters "PT" placed in the upper left-hand corner to 
distinguish between responses from beginning teachers and peer 
teachers/mentors. The demographic questions were printed on 
the back of the Beginning Teacher Survey, with a notation placed 
on the front to indicate that there were additional questions on 
the back. 
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Once the participants had been identified, the schools, 
principals, and peer teachers/mentors involved had been 
determined, and the instruments printed, the data collection 
phase was initiated. Data collection was planned to occur near 
the end of the first half of the school year, the rationale being 
that all experienced out-of-state teachers would either have 
completed the program or be nearing completion, and first-year 
teachers would be deeply enough involved in the program to 
judge it adequately. Waiting until the first-year teachers had 
completed the program might mean there would be too long a 
time-span between program completion and data collection for 
the 45- and 90-day participants. Since the same administrators 
were often involved with subjects in the part-year and full-year 
programs, it was deemed inappropriate to collect data from them 
twice. Thus, by choosing this mid-year time, all data were 
collected within the same time period. 
Arrangements were then made with individual building 
principals to collect data in their schools. In Seminole County 
these arrangements were accomplished in conjunction with the 
Director of Staff Development, who felt that the return would be 
greater if the the data were distributed by and returned to his 
office. From the list of beginning teachers that the Director of 
Staff Development provided, a second list, compiled by school 
assignment, was prepared. Packets were prepared for each 
school, with each participant's name placed on the correctly-
colored instrument with removable "p.ost-it" paper. A three-digit 
code was devised, assigning a number to each administrator, and 
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using the same number for all of the beginning teachers and peer 
teachers/mentors for whom that administrator was responsible. 
Three letters were added to this code to indicate from which 
county the response came. This code was added by hand to the 
lower right-hand corner of each survey in the packet for each 
school, and the packets were ordered alphabetically. After the 
packets were returned to the Director of Staff Development, he 
added a cover letter requesting that the administrators distribute 
the materials and return them to his office. 
For Orange County, the alphabetical print-out list provided 
by the Coordinator of the Beginning Teacher Program was also re-
compiled into a list by schools. Some information on subjects, 
such as assigned peer teachers or assigned administrators, was 
missing. It was necessary to talk to at least one administrator at 
each school to obtain permission to conduct the study; and to get 
complete, up-to-date information on the program participants. 
Therefore, a program of calling administrators was begun. Over a 
two-week period, administrators at 98 of the 104 of the school 
sites were contacted. Two administrators refused to have their 
teachers participate and two were very hesitant, but the rest 
were willing to cooperate. Results were received from one of the 
two schools where the administrator was hesitant to participate. 
As each administrator was contacted, packets were made up, as 
in Seminole County, and mailed out. Names were again affixed 
with "post-it" paper. In addition a copy of the county approval 
letter, a return envelope with return postage, and a personalized 
cover letter were included m each packet (see appendices A 
and C). 
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Of 1182 total surveys sent out, 933 were returned--a 
return rate of 78.9%. The break-down of survey& sent and 
returned by county and by category _of participant is contained in 
the Table 1 (see p. 49). With this return rate, the study became 
very nearly a total population study. 
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TABLE 1 
RETIJRN OF SURVEYS SENT 
SENT RE1URNED PERCENT. OF RETURN 
Orange County 
No. of Schools 102 94 92.2% 
Beg. Teachers 407 324 79.6% 
Peer Teachers 271 232 85.6% 
Administrators 137 113 82.2% 
County total 815 669 82.0% 
Seminole County 
No. of Schools 48 42 87.5% 
Beg. Teachers 171 127 74.2% 
Peer Teachers 154 101 65.5% 
Administrators 48 36 75.0% 
County total 373 264 70.1% 
Total Schools 144 128 88.9% 
Total Surveys 1182 932 78.9% 
Administrators in charge of the Beginning Teacher Program, 
and assigned peer teachers/mentors completed the Beginning 
Teacher Attitude Survey and the the Beginning Teacher Success 
Survey. Those two groups plus the beginning teachers 
completed the Beginning Teacher Success Survey. The beginning 
teachers also provided the demographic information. 
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Computerization Processes 
Analysis of the data was carried out in several different 
ways, using SPSS-X on a 4381 Mainframe. A compilation chart 
was prepared and all the results were coded into numeric 
responses (see Appendix D). For each subject, a three-digit 
administrator number was then recorded. Subjects were 
categorized into beginning teachers, peer teachers/ mentors, 
administrators, and beginning teachers who had no peers; and 
each category was assigned a number from one to four. Similar 
coding was used for each of the demographic questions, the 
gender-pairing of beginning teacher and assigned peer 
teacher/mentor. The survey responses were recorded 
numerically as they had been received, reversing the score of the 
one item on each survey which was stated in reverse order. 
Finally, an entry was made to identify the county from which the 
response came. 
With all of the results recorded on the worksheet, it was 
then possible to set up a data bank on the computer. Once 
accomplished, the data were proofed and edited, and the SPSS-X 
programs were written and run as needed to satisfy the 
requirements of the project. 
Data · Analysis 
T-Ratios using the mean scores and standard deviations 
were used to determine if there were statistically significant 
differences between the responses of the two counties. 
Standard Deviations, indicating the amount of variation in opinion 
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on an item, are comparable only if they are in the same range. 
These T-Ratios were computed for each of the items on each of 
the instruments. 
Analysis of Variance was used to determine if there were 
statistically significant differences between the perception of 
success of beginning teachers or peers according to the gender-
pairing of those beginning teachers and peers. Where significant 
differences were found with this procedure, the Tukey method 
was used to determine which groups were significantly different. 
This procedure was used with the total group of beginning 
teachers and peers, with the groups of beginning teachers and 
peers separately for the total population and then was repeated 
for each county separately. 
In order to determine if there was a significant difference 
between the attitude of the administrators, and the perception of 
success of the beginning teacher participants, mean scores and 
standard deviations were derived for the results of the admin-
istrators on the Administrative Attitude Scale and the beginning 
teachers on the Success Scale and T-Ratios were computed for 
Orange County, Seminole County and the total population. The 
same procedure was used to determine if there was a significant 
difference between the attitude of the peer teachers/mentors and 
the perception of success of the beginning teachers. 
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Additional Analysis 
Data were examined to determine if the assigned peer 
teacher/ mentor was the person to whom the beginnning teacher 
turned most often for assistance. In addition, the comments of 
the participants were examined in order to supplement the data 
received from the item responses. 
CHAPTERIV 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
Description of Data 
Data were collected from beginning teachers, peer 
teachers/mentors and administrators in one large county, 
Orange and one small county, Seminole, in Florida. While this 
was part of the original design, the larger return from Orange 
County had a greater mathematical effect on the total results, 
as illustrated by Figure 1, below. 
loata by Counties! 
I El Orange County • Seminole County I 
Figure 1. Data by Counties. 
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Data were collected from three primary groups--beginning 
teachers, peer teachers/mentors and administrators. In Orange 
County, beginning teachers were separated into two groups--those 
in a full-year program with assigned peer teachers/mentors and 
those in a part-year program without assigned peers. It was 
necessary to combine those two groups for some of the analyses 
and separate them for others. For example, the beginning teachers 
without peers were eliminated from the study of the effect of peer 
teachers/mentor attitude on beginning teacher perception of 
success since they had no peers to be affecting them, and from the 
gender-pairing study since there was no peer to pair them with; 
while in considering the effect of administrative attitude on 
beginning teacher perception of success all beginning teachers 
were included in the analyses (see Figure 2, below). 
13% 





• OrCoBTs/No PTs 
El OrCo PTs 
Ell OrCo Adm 
D SemCo BTs 
C; SemCo PTs 
[D SemCo Adm 
Figure 2. Data by County and Category. 
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The break-down of the data as illustrated by Figure 2, 
above, also shows that the bulk of the responses came from 
beginning teachers, with the next largest group of responses 
coming from peer teachers/mentors and the fewest responses 
coming from administrators. 
Research Question Findings 
Study question # 1 was--Are there significant differences 
between responses of the two counties to the two survey 
instruments? 
All participants were asked to respond to the Success 
Scale. Table 2 shows the mean, standard deviation, skewness 
and kurtosis for the total population, as well as for Orange and 
Seminole counties. 
TABLE 2 
THE SUCCESS SCALE FOR THE TOTAL POPULATION, 
ORANGE COUNIY AND SEMINOLE COUN1Y 
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l\IBAN STAND. DEV. SKEW. KURT. 
Sl Total 2.16 1.09 1.26 2.00 
Good Start Orange 2.24 1.12 1.14 1.64 
Seminole 1.95 .98 1.57 3.47 
S2 Total 1.84 .96 1.35 2.17 
PT helpful Orange 1.87 .94 1.16 1.43 
Seminole 1.76 .99 1.80 4.08 
S3 Total 2.12 .97 1.10 1.83 
Obs.helpful Orange 2.13 .98 1.12 1.91 
Seminole 2.11 . .94 1.07 1.67 
S4 Total 2.02 .90 1.15 2.28 
Obs/self- Orange 2.01 .91 1.14 2.17 
appr. Seminole 2.02 .87 1.17 2.73 
S5 Total 2.65 1.10 .86 .70 
Fin.Eva! Orange 2.71 1.13 .85 .51 
Accur. Seminole 2.51 1.01 .82 1.20 
S6 Total 3.34 1.33 .22 -.72 
0th. VS PT Orange 3.36 1.28 .19 -.57 
Seminole 3.29 1.44 .29 -.97 
S7 Total 2.14 1.11 1.25 1.72 
Adm. Orange 2.07 1.09 1.39 2.27 
helpful Seminole 2.34 1.15 .95 .88 
S8 Total 2.04 .95 1.11 1.99 
PT/useful Orange 2.08 .95 1.06 1.89 
ideas Seminole 1.97 .94 1.25 2.39 
S9 Total 2.41 1.22 1.04 .97 
Very Orange 2.47 1.25 .98 .73 
beneficial Seminole 2.24 1.09 1.15 1.66 
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Standard Deviations in this group ranged from .87 in 
Seminole County on Item S4 (Obs./self-appraisal) to 1.44 in 
Seminole County on Item S6 (Others vs PTs). indicating a wider 
variation in opinion on the Item S6 than on Item S4. 
Since the response scale was from a score of 1 for the 
most positive response to 6 for the least positive response, a 
score of 3 .5 was determined to be neutral. Therefore, all 
responses were on the positive side. In considering mean 
scores, those from Seminole County were slightly more 
positive than those from Orange County, in every case except 
S4 and S7. This relationship can be seen in Figure 3 below. 
Mean Score 
j Success Scale. 







S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 
Item I• Success-Total !3 Orange County Iii Sem. Co. 
Figure 3. The Success Scale for the Total Population, 
Orange County and Seminole County. 
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Item S6 (Others vs PTs) stands out, with the highest or 
least positive mean scores for both counties and the total 
population approaching the neutral score of 3.5. 
In order to determine if the differences in mean scores 
between Orange and Seminole counties were significant, 




T-RA TIO RESULTS FOR DIFFERENCES ON THE SUCCESS SCALE 
BE1WEEN ORANGE COUNTY AND SEMINOLE COUNTY 
S-1 S-2 S-3 S-4 S-5 S-6 S-7 S-8 S-9 
T-Scores 3.66* 1.87 .28 .15 2.43* .71 3.33* 1.57 2.61 * 
N1 664 695 659 624 624 637 658 643 661 
DF 922 905 920 885 812 894 917 903 922 
* Indicates there was a significant difference in scores between 
counties. 
Significant differences were found on four items. On 
Items Sl (Good Start), S5 (Fin. Eval. Accur.), and S9 (Very 
beneficial), all concerning the overall benefits of the program 
and the final evaluation, Orange County scores were 
significantly less positive than those of Seminole County. On 
Item S7 (Adm. helpful), the Seminole County score was 
significantly less positive than that of Orange County. 
Administrators and peer teachers/mentors were also 
asked to respond to the Administrative Attitude Scale. The 
results for the total population, the Orange County group and 
the Seminole County group are illustrated in Table 4. 
60 
TABLE 4 
THE ADMINISTRATIVE SCALE FOR THE TOTAL POPULATION, 
ORANGE COUNTY AND SEMINOLE COUNTY 
!v1EAN STAND.DEV. SKEW. KURT. 
Al Total 2.19 1.07 1.17 1.86 
Less isolated Orange 2.21 1.06 1.07 1.64 
Seminole 2.10 1.07 1.44 2.86 
A2 Total 2.48 1.13 .91 .92 
Exp.out-of- Orange 2.52 1.17 .89 .73 
state Seminole 2.37 1.01 .85 1.35 
A3 Total 2.99 1.06 .62 .38 
Less par. Orange 3.04 1.11 .59 .10 
prob. Seminole 2.76 .90 .42 .97 
A4 Total 2.85 1.10 .76 .39 
Few. prob/ Orange 2.93 1.15 .70 .15 
adm. Seminole 2.66 .96 .80 1.02 
A5 Total 2.75 1.22 .65 -.05 
Noticeable Orange 2.79 1.25 .59 -.21 
chng. Seminole 2.64 1.13 .78 .48 
A6 Total 3.05 1.08 .53 .16 
Few. disc. Orange 3.14 1.10 .53 -.01 
prob. Seminole 2.84 .98 .42 .48 
A7 Total 2.95 1.36 .58 -.41 
Worth paper- Orange 2.98 1.41 .55 -.52 
work Seminole 2.88 1.24 .62 -.11 
A8 Total 2.99 1.21 .52 -.06 
BTs accepted Orange 3.05 1.23 .54 -.08 
Seminole 2.87 1.14 .42 -.15 
A9 Total 2.36 1.05 1.26 2.25 
Overall effect. Orange 2.39 1.10 1.25 2.06 
Seminole 2.29 ·.92 1.18 2.44 
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Once again, although means followed a similar pattern by 
item, Seminole County scores from administrators and peer 
teachers/mentors on the Attitude Scale were slightly more 
positive than those in Orange County. This relationship is 
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Figure 4. The Attitude Scale for the Total Population, 
Orange County and Seminole County. 
The scores on the Attitude Scale were more uniform than 
those on the Success Scale, and no items stood out as being 
noticeably less or more positive than the others. 
T-Ratios, see Table 5, below, were calculated to determine 




T-RA TIO RESULTS FOR DIFFERENCES ON THE ATTITUDE SCALE 
BE'IWEEN ORANGE COUNTY AND SEMINOLE COUNTY 
A-1 A-2 A-3 A-4 A-5 A-6 A-7 A-8 A-9 
T-Ratios 1.01 1.30 2.50* 2.33* 1.18 2.67* .71 1.43 1.01 
N1 333 333 301 306 318 377 324 314 461 
DF 478 466 425 434 444 418 456 447 461 
* Indicates scores were significantly different between counties. 
On The Administrative Scale, there were three significant 
differences between counties. On all three, Items A3 (Less 
par. problems), A4 (Few. prob/adm.), and A6 (Fewer disc. 
prob.) Orange County scores were significantly less positive 
than were those of Seminole County. 
Additional differences between the two counties became 
evident when the data were analyzed by county as well as 
total population in answer to the second research question. 
Research Question # 2 was--Is there a significant 
difference between the success of the Beginning Teacher 
Program as perceived by peer teachers/mentors and 
beginning teachers and the gender-pairings of those beginning 
teachers and peer teachers/mentors? 
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The gender-pairing groups were identified by numbers. 
Group One was the female beginning teacher (FBT)/female 
peer teacher/mentor (FPT) combination; Group Two was the 
female be ginning teacher (FB T)/male peer teacher /men tor 
(MPT) combination; Group Three was the male beginning 
teacher (MBT)/male peer teacher/mentor (MPT) combination; 
and Group Four was the male beginning teacher (MBT)/female 
peer teacher/mentor (FPT) combination. The groups were of 




GROUP SIZES IN THE GENDER-PAIRING STUDY 
PTs and BTs PTs BTs 
ORANGECO. 
Grp 1 (FB T /FPT) 315 163 152 
Grp 2 (FB T /MPT) 37 18 19 
Grp 3 (MBT /MPT) 50 22 28 
Grp 4 (MBT /FPT) 61 33 28 
SEMINOLE CO. 
Grp 1 (FB T /FPT) 144 76 68 
Grp 2 (FB T /MPT) 23 12 11 
Grp 3 (MBT /MPT) 15 8 7 
Grp 4 (MBT/FPT) 31 16 15 
TOTAL POPULATION 
Grp 1 (FB T /FPT) 459 239 220 
Grp 2 (FB T /MPT) 60 30 30 
Grp 3 (MBT /MPT) 65 30 35 
Grp 4 (MBT /FPT) 92 49 43 
This table shows that Group One (FBT/FPT) was by far 
the largest group in each county. Group Two (FBT/MPT) was 
the smallest group in Orange County, and Group Three 
(MBT/MPT) was the smallest group in Seminole County. 
The means and standard deviations for each group m the 
total population, with beginning and peer teachers/mentors 





THE SUCCESS SCALE IN THE TOT AL POPULATION 
Sl S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 
Grp. 1 Mean 2.12 1.78 2.06 1.95 2.62 3.30 2.16 1.98 2.32 
(FBT/FPT)St.Dev 1.08 .94 .97 .87 1.08 1.35 1.11 .96 1.17 
Grp. 2 Mean 2.07 1.97 1.86 1.86 2.53 3.50 2.33 2.22 2.38 
(FBT/MBT)St.Dev 1.04 1.16 .76 .78 .92 1.45 1.20 1.08 1.08 
Grp. 3 Mean 2.25 1.94 2.42 2.26 2.98 3.59 2.55 2.17 2.66 
(MBT/MPT)St.Dev .90 .83 1.18 1.05 1.19 1.34 1.45 1.01 1.09 
Grp. 4 Mean 2.10 1.87 2.18 2.01 2.69 3.27 2.15 1.98 2.43 
(MBT /FPT)S t.Dev 1.02 .99 1.01 .99 1.14 1.23 1.15 .86 1.36 
Figure 5, below, shows that Group Three (MB T /MPT) is 
consistently the highest scoring, least positive group in the 
total population. 
Mean 
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Figure 5. Mean Scores for Beginning Teachers and Peer 
Teachers/Mentors Combined on the Success Scale in the 
Total Population. 
Once again, Item S6 (Others vs PTs) showed up m this 
figure as the item with the least positive score. 
Analysis of Variance was used to determine if any of 
these differences in means were significant. 




ANOVA SUMMARY OF GENDER-PAIRING GROUPS FOR BEGIN-
NINGTEACHERS AND PEER 1EACHERS/MENTORS COMBINED 
ON THE SUCCESS SCALE IN THE TOTAL POPULATION 
DF SUM/SQU. MEAN SQU. F-RATIO F-PROB 
Bet. Groups 3 1.27 .42 .38 .77 
Sl With. Groups 675 750.82 1.11 
Total 678 752.10 
Bet. Groups 3 3.43 1.14 1.24 .30 
S2 With. Groups 676 624 .04 .92 
Total 679 627.47 
Bet. Groups 3 11 .66 3.89 4.06* .01 
S3 With. Groups 677 648 .69 .96 
Total 680 660.36 
Bet. Groups 3 6.55 2. 18 2.69* .05 
S4 With. Groups 678 550.21 .81 
Total 681 556.75 
Bet. Groups 3 8.21 2.74 2.32 .07 
S5 With. Groups 630 743.14 1.18 
Total 633 751.35 
Bet. Groups 3 6.83 2.28 1.27 .28 
S6 With. Groups 668 1198.76 1.79 
Total 681 1205.59 
Bet. Groups 3 10.21 3.40 2.53 .06 
S7 With. Groups 673 906.58 1.35 
Total 676 916 .79 
Bet. Groups 3 5.07 1.69 1.83 .14 
S8 With. Groups 676 624 .72 .92 
Total 679 629.79 
Bet. Groups 3 6.84 2.28 1.63 .18 
S9 With. Groups 679 951.45 1.40 
Total 682 958.30 
* Indicates F-Ratio was significant at the .05 level 
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When significant differences were indicated by the F-
Ratio in the ANOV A Table, the Tukey Procedure was used to 
determine which groups were significantly different. In the 
case of the beginning teachers and peer teachers/mentors 
combined for the total population, this procedure indicated 
that: 
1. For Item S3 (Obs. helpful), the scores of Group Three 
(MBT/MPT) were significantly less positive than 
those of Group One (FBT/FPT) and Group Two 
(FBT/MPT). 
2. For Item S4 (Obs. self/appraisal), the scores of Group 
Three (MBT/MPT) were significantly less positive 
than those of Group One (FBT/FPT). 
In the group of peer teachers and beginning teachers 
combined for the total population, the male/male combination 
of peer teacher/mentor and beginning teacher scored less 
positively on items related to the value of the observation or 
formative evaluation. 
The results for peer teachers/mentors only in the total 
population revealed additional signficant differences. Table 9 
(below) shows the means and standard deviations on which 
these determinations were based. 
TABLE 9 
MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR PEER 
TEACHERS/MENTORS ONLY ON THE SUCCESS 
SCALE IN THE TOT AL POPULATION 
69 
Sl S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 
Group 1 Mean 1.89 1.73 2.09 1.95 2.50 3.10 2.29 1.92 2.14 
(FBT/FPT) St.Dev .94 .85 .93 .85 .94 1.16 1.09 .80 1.00 
Group 2Mean 2.03 1.90 1.87 1.84 2.77 3.43 2.81 2.00 2.32 
(FBT/MPT) St.Dev 1.10 .91 .67 .58 .88 1.28 1.28 .77 1.14 
Group 3 Mean 2.00 2.03 2.59 2.46 2.94 3.37 3 .11 2.14 2.74 
(MBT /MPT)St.Dev .76 .89 1.37 1.17 1.28 1.44 1.55 1.00 1.09 
Group 4Mean 1.95 1.95 2.56 2.00 2.83 3.28 2.52 1.95 2.23 
(MBT/FPT) St.Dev 1.07 1.00 1.05 1.05 1.22 1.24 1.31 .95 1.21 
Figure 6, below, shows that there is no consistent pattern 
of scores within this sub-group of peer teachers/mentors only 
m the total population, although Group Three (MBT/MPT) seems 
to be showing somewhat higher or less positive scores. 
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Figure 6. Mean Scores for Peer Teachers/Mentors Only on 
the Success Scale in the Total Population. 
Although there was no consistent pattern of group sconng 
that showed up in the graph, Item S6 (Others vs PTs) continued 
to received the least positive scores. 
Once again, Analysis of Variance was used to determine if 
the differences in mean scores were significant at the .05 level. 
The ANOV A summary table is presented in Table 10. 
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TABLE 10 
ANOV A SUlv.lMARY OF GENDER-PAIRING GROUPS FOR PEER 
TEACHERS/ MENTORS ONLY ON THE SUCCESS 
SCALE IN THE TOTAL POPULATION 
DF SUM/SQU. :MEAN SQU. F-RATIO F-PROB 
Bet. Groups 3 3.17 1.06 1.15 .33 
Sl With. Groups 322 295.83 .92 
Total 325 299.01 
Bet. Groups 3 4.09 1.36 1.76 .15 
S2 With. Groups 323 250.16 .78 
Total 326 254.24 
Bet. Groups 3 10.25 3.42 3.55* .01 
S3 With. Groups 321 309.24 .96 
Total 324 319 .49 
Bet. Groups 3 8.58 2.86 3.56* .01 
S4 With. Groups 322 258.42 .80 
Total 325 266.99 
Bet. Groups 3 9.42 3.14 3.02* .03 
S5 With. Groups 311 3 23 .11 1.04 
Total 314 332.52 
Bet. Groups 3 5.06 1.69 · 1.14 .33 
S6 With. Groups 318 469.13 1.48 
Total 321 474.19 
Bet. Groups 3 24.41 8.14 5.68* .001 
S7 With. Groups 318 455.72 1.43 
Total 321 480.12 
Bet. Groups 3 1.61 .54 .75 .52 
S8 With. Groups 323 230.71 .71 
Total 326 232.31 
Bet. Groups 3 11.14 3.71 3.34* .02 
S9 With. Groups 323 359.73 1.11 
Total 326 370.87 
* Indicates F-Ratio is significant at .05 level 
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The Tukey Procedure revealed that, where signficant 
differences existed, they were between the following groups: 
1 . The scores of Group Three (MB T /MPT) were signif-
icantly less positive than those of groups One 
(FBT/FPT) and Two (FBT/MPT) on items S3 (Obs. 
helpful) and S4 (Obs/self appraisal). 
2. On Item S7 (Adm. helpful), the scores of Group Three 
(MBT/MPT) were significantly less positive than 
those of Group One (FBT/FPT). 
3. On Item S9 (Very beneficial), the scores of Group 
Three (MBT/MPT) were signficantly less positive than 
those of Group One (FBT/FPT) 
4. On Item S5 (No noticeable change) although the 
ANOV A indicated that there were significant differ-
ences between groups, the Tukey Procedure did not 
discriminate between which groups these differences 
existed. 
Group Three (MBT/MPT) scored less positively on items 
related to the value of the observations, the helpfulness of the 
administrators, and the overall effectiveness of the program. 
The means and standard deviations of the scores for the 
beginning teachers only in the total population are shown in 
Table 11, below. 
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TABLE 11 
MEANS SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR BEGINNING 
IBACHERS ONLY ON THE SUCCESS SCALE IN THE TOTAL 
POPULATION 
Sl S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 
Group 1 Mean 2.33 1.81 2.03 1.96 2.74 3.47 2.04 2.03 2.49 
(FBT/FPT) St.Dev 1.16 1.02 1.00 .90 1.20 1.47 1.12 1.08 1.29 
Group 2 Mean 2.10 1.93 1.81 1.77 2.67 3.52 1.87 2.48 2.42 
(FBT/MPT)St.Dev .99 1.28 .83 .76 .91 1.61 .96 1.29 1.06 
Group 3 Mean 2.36 1.86 2.21 2.00 3.04 3 .81 1.96 2.25 2.57 
(MBT/MPT)St.Dev 1.06 .76 .92 .86 1.08 1.21 1.00 1.04 1.14 
Group 4Mean 2.12 1.78 2.06 1.96 2.50 3.27 1.80 1.96 2.45 
(MBT/FPT)St.Dev .90 .98 .90 .85 1.03 1.24 .89 .77 1.33 
The results, when transferred onto the graph m Figure 7, 
below, show an inconsistent relationship. 
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Figure 7. Mean Scores For Beginning Teachers Only on the 
Success Scale in the Total Populationo 
Once again, the response to Item S6 (Others vs PTs) 
shows up as sharply less positive on this graph. 












ANOVA SUMMARY OF GENDER-PAIRING GROUPS FOR 
BEGINNING IBACHERS ONLY ON THE SUCCESS 
SCALE IN THE TOTAL POPULATION 
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DF SUM/SQU. MEAN SQU. F-RATIO F-PROB. 
Bet. Groups 3 2.87 .96 .78 .51 
With. Groups 342 418.94 1.23 
Total 345 421.81 
Bet. Groups 3 .54 .18 .17 .92 
With. Groups 342 358.35 1.05 
Total 345 358.89 
Bet. Groups 3 2.55 .85 .91 .44 
With. Groups 344 322.10 .94 
Total 347 324.65 
Bet. Groups 3 .99 .33 .43 .73 
With. Groups 344 264 .74 .77 
Total 347 265 .73 
Bet. Groups 3 10.50 3.50 2.69* .05 
With. Groups 307 398.99 1.30 
Total 310 409.49 
Bet. Groups 3 5.33 1.78 .86 .46 
With. Groups 339 694 .16 2.05 
Total 342 699.49 
Bet. Groups 3 2.83 .95 .83 .48 
With. Groups 343 389.07 1.13 
Total 346 391.90 
Bet. Groups 3 7.09 2.36 2.11 .09 
With. Groups 342 382.64 1.12 
Total 345 389.73 
Bet. Groups 3 .42 .14 .09 .96 
With. Groups 344 548.51 1.59 
Total 347 548.93 
* Indicates F-Ratio is significant at .05 level 
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There was only one significant difference, Item S5 
(Fin. Eval. Accur.), indicated for this group of begin-
ning teachers only in the total population and the 
Tukey Procedure did not discriminate between which 
groups the significant difference occurred. 
These data were also analyzed for each of the two 
counties. The means and standard deviations for beginning 
teachers and peer teachers/mentors combined in Orange County 
is presented is Table 13, below. 
TABLE 13 
MEANSANDSTANDARDDEVIATIONSFORBEGINNING 
TEACHERS AND PEER TEACHERS/MENTORS COMBINED 
ON 1HE SUCCESS SCALE IN ORANGE COUNTY 
Sl S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 
Grp. 1 Mean 2.18 1.80 2.06 1.94 2.66 3.28 2.03 1.97 2.37 
(FBT/FBT)St.Dev 1.11 .96 .95 .87 1.12 1.28 1.02 .95 1.22 
Grp. 2 Mean 2.05 1.89 1.81 1.81 2.78 3.33 2.22 2.22 2.46 
(FBT/MPT)St.Dev 1.03 .94 .78 .70 .78 1.33 1.18 .98 1.10 
Grp. 3 Mean 2.38 2.02 2.47 2.30 3.12 3 .66 2.76 2.24 2.78 
(MBT /MBT)S t.Dev 
.95 .85 1.31 1.15 1.27 1.38 1.51 1.10 1.17 
Grp. 4 Mean 2.20 2.00 2 .23 2.03 2.82 3.52 2.08 2.14 2.55 
(MBT/FPT)St.Dev 1.12 1.05 1.04 1.02 1.02 1.25 1.18 .91 1.37 
These figures, when graphed, are represented m the 
illustration shown in Figure 8, below. 
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Figure 8. Mean Scores for Beginning Teachers and Peer 
Teachers/Mentors Combined on the Success Scale in 
Orange County. 
Item S6 (Others vs PTs) agam showed up as that item 
receiving the least positive response. There is a mixed response 
between groups but Group Three (MBT/MPT) most often has 
the least positive score. 
The ANOVA summary table for these data is presented in 
Table 14 below. 
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TABLE 14 
ANOVA SUMMARY OF GENDER-PAIRING GROUPS FOR BEGIN-
NING TEACHERS AND PEER TEACHERS/MENTORS COMBINED 
ON THE SUCCESS SCALE IN ORANGE COUN1Y 
DF SUM/SQU. MEAN SQU. F-RATIO F-PROB. 
Bet. Groups 3 2.49 .83 .70 .55 
Sl With. Groups 462 545.35 1.18 
Total 465 547 .84 
Bet. Groups 3 3.72 1.24 1.35 .26 
S2 With. Groups 461 422.91 .92 
Total 464 426.63 
Bet. Groups 3 11.49 3.83 3.90* .01 
S3 With. Groups 460 452.33 .98 
Total 463 463.83 
Bet. Groups 3 6.78 2.26 2.71 * .04 
S4 With. Groups 461 385.08 .84 
Total 464 391.86 
Bet. Groups 3 16.41 5.47 4.53* .004 
S5 With. Groups 427 515.17 1.21 
Total 430 531.58 
Bet. Groups 3 8.29 2.76 . 1.65 .1 8 
S6 With. Groups 455 760.82 1.67 
Total 458 769 .12 
Bet. Groups 3 23.66 7.89 6.28* .0003 
S7 With. Groups 457 573.79 1.26 
Total 460 597.45 
Bet. Groups 3 5.44 1.81 1.94 .12 
S8 With. Groups 460 428.79 .93 
Total 463 434.22 
Bet. Groups 3 8.29 2.76 1.83 .14 
S9 With. Groups 465 696.64 1.51 
Total 468 704.94 
*Indicates F-Ratio is significant at the .05 level 
The Tukey Procedure revealed that, where significant 
differences existed, they were as follows: 
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1. On Item S3 (Obs. helpful), the scores of Group Three 
(MBP /MPT) were significantly less positive than 
those of groups One (FBT/FPT)and Two (FBT/MPT). 
2. On Item S5 (Fin. Obs. Accur.), the scores of Group 
Three (MBT/MPT) were significantly less positive 
than those of groups One (FBT/FPT) and Two 
(FBT/MPT). 
3. On Item S7 (Adm. helpful) the scores of Group Three 
(MBT/MPT) were significantly less positive than 
those of groups One (FBT/FPT) and Four (MBT/FPT). 
4. On Item S4 (Obs./ self-appraisal), although there 
were significant differences between groups, the 
Tukey Procedure did not discriminate between which 
groups those differences existed. 
Once again, Group Three was scoring less positively on 
items related to the value of the observation and the helpful-
ness of the administrator. 
The data for Orange County were then analyzed for peer 
teachers/mentors and beginning teachers separately. The mean 
scores and standard deviations for the peer teachers/mentors 
only in Orange County are presented in Table 15, below. 
TABLE 15 
MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR PEER 
TEACHERS/MENTORS ONLY ON THE SUCCESS 
SCALE IN ORANGE COUNTY 
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Sl S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 
Group 1 Mean 1.94 1.76 2.08 1.94 2.52 3.21 2.08 1.93 2.14 
(FBT/FPT) St.Dev .97 .87 .90 .83 1.00 1.12 .98 .79 .99 
Group 2 Mean 2.11 2.21 1.95 1.89 2.53 3.61 2.58 2.16 2.68 
(FBT/MPT)St.Dev 1.05 .98 .71 .57 .77 1.33 1.22 .83 1.20 
Group 3 Mean 2.29 1.14 2.67 2.50 3.07 3.50 3.32 2.1 8 2.82 
(MBT/MPT)St.Dev .81 .93 1.52 1.29 1.39 1.48 1.59 1.09 1.89 
Group 4Mean 2.03 2.07 2.35 2.10 2.92 3.62 2.36 2.10 2.34 
(MBT/FPT)St.Dev 1.18 1.10 1.14 1.18 1.12 1.27 1.37 1.05 1.32 
These results when, transferred onto the · graph presented 
m Figure 9, below, agam show Group Three as frequently 
scoring less positively on most items. 
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Figure 9. Mean Scores for Peer Teachers/Mentors Only on 
the Success Scale in Orange County. 
Even amongst this group of peer teachers/mentors only, 
Item S6 (Others vs PTs) was the item receiving the least 
positive scores, and Group Three (MBP/MPT) continued to most 
frequently score the highest or least positively. 
The ANOV A summary table for the scores for peer 




ANOV A SUMMARY OF GENDER-PAIRING GROUPS FOR PEER 
TEACHERS/ :MENTORS ONLY ON Tiffi SUCCESS 
SCALE IN ORANGE COUNTY 
DF SUM/SQU. MEAN SQU. F-RATIO F-PROB. 
Bet. Groups 3 3.05 1.02 1.04 .38 
Sl With. Groups 224 218.94 .98 
Total 227 221.98 
Bet. Groups 3 7.11 2.37 2.83* .04 
S2 With. Groups 224 187 .92 .84 
Total 227 195 .04 
Bet. Groups 3 9.72 3.24 3.18* .03 
S3 With. Groups 222 226.55 1.02 
Total 225 236.27 
Bet. Groups 3 7.90 2.63 3.06* .03 
S4 With. Groups 223 191.94 .86 
Total 226 199.84 
Bet. Groups 3 9.83 3.28 2.96* .04 
S5 With. Groups 215 238.39 1.11 
Total 218 248.22 
Bet. Groups 3 6.90 2.30 1.58 .20 
S6 With. Groups 220 320.66 1.46 
Total 223 327 .55 
Bet. Groups 3 37.92 12.64 9.65* .00 
S7 With. Groups 220 288.20 1.31 
Total 223 326.13 
Bet. Groups 3 2.47 .82 1.09 .35 
S8 With. Groups 224 169.53 .76 
Total 227 172.00 
Bet. Groups 3 14.14 4.71 4.01 *· .008 
S9 With. Groups 224 263.58 1.18 
Total 227 277.72 
* Indicates F-Ratio is significant at .05 level 
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The Tukey Procedure then showed that, for the significant 
F-Ratios, the differences were between the following groups: 
1. On Item S2 (PT helpful), the ANOV A indicated that 
there were significant differences, but the Tukey 
Procedure did not discriminate between which groups 
those differences existed. 
2. On Item S3 (Obs. helpful), the scores of Group Three 
(MBT/MPT) were significantly less positive than 
those of Group One (FBT/FPT). 
3. On Item S4 (Obs./self-appraisal), the scores of Group 
Three (MBT/MPT) were significantly less positive 
than those of Group One (FBT/FPT). 
4. On Item S7 (Adm. helpful), the scores of Group Three 
(MBT/MPT) were significantly less positive than 
those of groups One (FBT/FPT) and Two (FBT/MPT). 
5. On Item S9 (Very beneficial), the scores of Group 
Three (MBT/MPT) were significantly less positive 
than those of Group One (FBT/FPT). 
6. On Item S5 (Fin. Eval. Accur.), although there were 
significant differences, the Tukey Procedure did not 
discriminate between which groups those differences 
existed. 
The male peer teachers in Group Three rated the value of 
the observations, the helpfulness of the administrator and the 
overall effectiveness of the program less . positively than did 
other peer teachers. 
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Data were then analyzed for the beginning teachers only m 
Orange County. The means and standard deviations for this 
part of the population are presented in Table 17. 
TABLE 17 
:MEANSCORESANDSTANDARDDEVIATIONSFORBEGINNING 
TEACHERS ONLY ON THE SUCCESS SCALE IN ORANGE COUNTY 
Sl S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 
Groupl Mean 2.41 1.83 2.04 1.94 2.81 3.34 1.98 2.01 2.57 
(FBT /FPT) st.Dev 1.18 1.04 .99 .91 1.21 1.42 1.06 1.08 1.37 
Group 2 Mean 2.00 1.56 1.67 1.72 2.00 3.06 1.83 2.28 2.22 
(FBT /MPT) st.Dev 1.03 .78 .84 .83 .71 1.30 1.04 1.13 .94 
Group 3 Mean 2.52 1.86 2.19 2.00 3.15 3.81 2.10 2.38 2.71 
(MBT/MPT)St.Dev 1.12 .73 .98 .89 1.14 1.25 1.04 1.12 1.19 
Group 4 Mean 2.24 1.91 2.09 1.91 2.65 3.45 1.82 2.13 2.61 
(MB T /FPT) st. Dev .97 1.04 .80 .72 .88 1.25 .98 .79 1.32 
These scores, when charted, present the graph shown m 
Figure 10, below. 
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Figure 10. Mean Scores for Beginning Teachers Only on 
the Success Scale in Orange County. 
All beginning teachers in Orange County responded the 
least positively to Item S6 (Others vs PTs), with Group Three 
(MBT/MPT) again responding the less positively than any other 
group. 
The ANOV A summary table of these scores 1s presented m 
Table 18, below. 
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TABLE 18 
ANOVA SUMMARY TABLE OF GENDER-PAIRING GROUPS FOR 
BEGINNING TEACHERS ONLY ON THE SUCCESS 
SCALE IN ORANGE COUNTY 
DF SUM/SQU. MEAN SQU. F-RATIO F-PROB. 
Bet. Groups 3 3.77 1.26 .97 .41 
SI With. Groups 231 298.76 1.29 
Total 234 302.53 
Bet. Groups 3 1.57 .52 .53 .66 
S2 With. Groups 230 228.24 .99 
Total 233 229.82 
Bet. Groups 3 3.05 1.02 1.11 .35 
S3 With. Groups 231 211.74 .92 
Total 234 214.79 
Bet. Groups 3 .93 .31 .40 .75 
S4 With. Groups 231 178.84 .77 
Total 234 179.77 
Bet. Groups 3 13.59 4.53 3.55* .02 
S5 With. Groups 205 261.48 1.28 
Total 208 275.06 
Bet. Groups 3 6.24 2.08 1.10 .35 
S6 With. Groups 228 430.14 1.89 
Total 231 436.38 
Bet. Groups 3 1.36 .45 .41 .74 
S7 With. Groups 230 253.12 1.10 
Total 233 254.48 
Bet. Groups 3 3.55 1.18 1.06 .37 
S8 With. Groups 229 255.06 1.11 
Total 232 258.61 
Bet. Groups 3 2.64 .88 .50 .68 
S9 With. Groups 231 403.21 1.75 
Total 234 405.86 
* Indicates score was significant at .05 level 
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There was only one item on which significant differences 
appeared for this sub-group of beginning teachers only in 
Orange County and the Tukey Procedure then revealed that: 
For Item S5 (Fin. Eval. Accor.), the scores of Group 
One (FBT/FPT) and Group Three (MBT/MPT) were 
both significantly less positive than those of Group 
Two (FBT/MPT). 
Data were then anlayzed for Seminole County, beginning 
with peer teachers/mentors and beginning teachers combined. 
The means and standard deviations for this group are shown in 
Table 19, below. 
TABLE 19 
MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR BEGINNING 
TEACHERSANDPEERTEACHERS/MENTORSC01\1BINED 
ON THE SUCCESS SCALE IN SEMINOLE COUNTY 
Sl S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 
Group 1 Mean 1.97 1.72 2.06 1.97 2.52 3.36 2.44 1.99 2.23 
(FBT /FPT) st.Dev 1.01 .92 1.02 .89 1.00 1.48 1.23 .97 1.05 
Group 2 Mean 2.09 1.96 1.88 1.80 2.88 3.68 2.52 2.28 2.24 
(FBT/MPT) St.Dev 1.08 1.33 .73 .65 1.01 1.60 1.26 1.24 1.09 
Group 3 Mean 1.80 1.67 2.67 2.13 2.42 3.35 1.87 1.93 2.67 
(MBT/MPT) St.Dev 
.56 .72 .59 .64 .51 1.21 .99 .59 .70 
Group 4 Mean 1.87 1.60 2.07 1.97 2.41 2.73 2.29 1.63 2.19 
(MBT/FPT) St.Dev 
.76 .77 .96 .93 1.32 1.01 1.07 .61 1.33 
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When charted, these means present the graph shown in 
Figure 11 . 
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Figure 11. Mean Scores for Beginning Teachers and Peer 
Teachers/Mentors Combined on the Success Scale in 
Seminole County. 
Like the scores of each of the others groups, those of 
Seminole County revealed a sharply less positive response to 
Item S6 (Others vs PTs). However, in this sub-group, Group 
Three (MBT/MPT) was no longer the group with the highest 
scores, scoring the least positively only on Items S3 (Obs. 
helpful) and S4 (Obs/self-appraisal), both related to the value 
of the observations or formative evaluations. Group Two (FBT/ 
MPT) scored the least positively on items concerning the 
helpfulness and useful ideas provided by the peer teacher/ 
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mentor, the choice of the peer teacher/mentor as the most 
helpful teacher, the helpfulness of the administrator, the value 
of the program for giving beginners a good start, and the 
accuracy of the final or summative evaluation. 




ANOVA SUMMARY TABLE OF GENDER-PAIRING GROUPS FOR 
BEGINNING TEACHERS AND PEER TEACHERS/MENTORS COM-
BINED ON 11ffi SUCCESS SCALE IN SEMINOLE COUNTY 
DF SUM/SQU. l\IBAN SQU. F-RATIO F-PROB. 
Bet. Groups 3 .99 .33 .36 .78 
Sl With. Groups 209 194.54 .93 
Total 212 195 .53 
Bet. Groups 3 1.82 .61 .68 .56 
S2 With. Groups 210 186.46 .89 
Total 213 188.28 
Bet. Groups 3 1.45 .48 .53 .66 
S3 With. Groups 212 193.86 .91 
Total 215 195 .33 
Bet. Groups 3 1.11 .37 .51 .68 
S4 With. Groups 212 154.59 .73 
Total 215 155.70 
Bet. Groups 3 3.57 1.19 1.11 .35 
S5 With. Groups 198 212.53 1.07 
Total 201 216.10 
Bet. Groups 3 13.84 4.61 2.29 .08 
S6 With. Groups 208 419 .61 2.01 
Total 211 433.45 
Bet. Groups 3 5.27 1.76 1.22 .30 
S7 With. Groups 211 303.92 1.44 
Total 214 309.18 
Bet. Groups 3 5.90 1.97 2.21 .09 
S8 With. Groups 211 187 .93 .89 
Total 214 193.83 
Bet. Groups 3 .07 .02 .02 1.00 
S9 With. Groups 212 246.36 1.16 
Total 215 246.43 
* Indicates score was significant at .05 level. 
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There were no significant differences between the gender-
pairing groups, with beginning teachers and peer teachers/ 
mentors combined in Seminole County. 
The next sub-group to be considered was the peer 
teachers/mentors only in Seminole County. The mean scores 
and standard deviations for this group are presented in Table 
21, below. 
TABLE 21 
MEANS SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR PEER 
TEACHERS/ MENTORS ONLY ON THE SUCCESS SCALE 
IN SEMINOLE COUNTY 
SI S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 
Group 1 Mean 1. 77 1.67 2 . 11 1.98 2.44 2.85 2.80 1.89 2.14 
(FBT /FPT) St.Dev .87 .81 1.01 .90 .81 1.21 1.18 .84 1.02 
Group 2Mean 1.91 1.42 1. 75 1. 75 3 .17 3 .17 3.17 1. 75 1. 75 
(FBT/MPT) St.Dev 1.22 .51 .62 .62 .94 1.19 1.34 .62 .75 
Group 3 Mean 1.86 1.57 2.29 2.29 2.43 2.86 2.29 2.00 2.43 
(MBT/MPT) St.Dev .38 .53 .49 .49 .53 1.22 1.11 .58 .53 
Group 4Mean 1. 79 1. 71 2.07 1. 79 2.62 2.57 2.86 1.64 2.00 
(MBT/FPT) St.Dev .80 .73 .83 .70 1.45 .85 1.17 .63 .96 
When these mean scores were graphed, they presented 
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Figure 12. Mean Scores for Peer Teachers/Mentors Only 
on the Success Scale in Seminole County. 
Within this sub-group of peer teachers/mentors only, 
Item S6 (Others vs PTs) was amongst the items which received 
less positive responses, but it did not stand out as the single · 
least positive item as it did within other sub-groups. Group 
Three (MBT/MPT) still scored less positively only on items 
related to the value of the observation or formative evaluation, 
and the overall program effectiveness. Group Two (FBT/MPT) 
scored less positively on items regarding the accuracy of the 
final or summative evaluation, the . peer teacher/mentor as the 
most helpful person, and the helpfulness of the administrator. 













ANOVA SUMMARY OF GENDER-PAIRING GROUPS FOR PEER 
IBACHERS/ MENTORS ONLY ON THE SUCCESS 
SCALE IN SEMINOLE COUNTY 
DF SUM/SQU. MEAN SQU. F-RATIO F-PROB. 
Bet. Groups 3 .20 .07 .09 .97 
With. Groups 94 73.71 .78 
Total 97 73.91 
Bet. Groups 3 .75 .25 .44 .72 
With. Groups 95 54.15 .57 
Total 98 54.91 
Bet. Groups 3 1.64 .55 .64 .59 
With. Groups 95 80.86 .85 
Total 98 82.51 
Bet. Groups 3 1.73 .58 .84 .47 
With. Groups 95 65.02 .68 
Total 98 66.75 
Bet. Groups 3 5.53 1.84 2.17 .10 
With. Groups 92 78.20 .85 
Total 95 83.74 
Bet. Groups 3 2.29 .76 .59 .64 
With. Groups 94 128 .42 1.37 
Total 97 130.71 
Bet. Groups 3 3.48 1.16 .82 .49 
With. Groups 94 133.21 1.42 
Total 97 136.70 
Bet. Groups 3 1.01 .34 .55 .65 
With. Groups 95 57.72 .61 
Total 98 58.73 
Bet. Groups 3 2.44 .82 .88 .45 
With. Groups 95 87.74 .92 
Total 98 90.18 
* Indicates score ;as significant at .05 level 
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There were no significant differences within this portion 
of the population. 
The last sub-group to be analyzed was the beginning 
teachers only in Seminole County. The means and ~tandard 
deviations for this group are presented in Table 23, below. 
TABLE 23 
MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR 
BEGINNING TEACHERS ONLY ON THE SUCCESS 
SCALE IN SEMINOLE COUNTY 
Sl S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 
Group 1 Mean 2.14 1.77 2.03 1.96 2.60 3.75 2.17 2.10 
(FBT/FPT) St.Dev 1.10 1.00 1.03 .87 1.16 1.53 1.22 1.07 
Group 2Mean 2.25 2.50 2.00 1.85 2.62 4.15 1.92 2.77 
(FBT/MPT)St.Dev .97 1.68 .82 .69 1.04 1.82 .86 1.48 
Group 3 Mean 1.86 1.86 2.29 2.00 2.50 3.83 1.57 1.86 
(MBT/MPT)St.Dev .69 .90 .76 .82 .58 1.17 .79 .69 
Group 4 Mean 1.88 1.50 2.00 2.07 2.20 2.88 1.75 1.63 
(MBT/FPT)St.Dev .72 .82 1.10 1.10 1.26 1.15 .68 .62 
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Figure 13. Mean Scores for Beginning Teachers Only on 
the Success Scale in Seminole County. 
Once again, the beginning teachers only m Seminole 
County responded less positively to Item S6 (Others vs PTs) 
than to any other item on the survey instrument. For three of 
the four groups, the scores moved for the . first time moved 
above 3.5, and thus into the negative zone, with Group Two 
(FBT/MPT) achieving the highest mean of 4.15. Group Two 
(FBP/MPT) was most often the least positive--on items 
regarding the helpfulness of the program, the helpfulness of the 
peer teachers, and the overall effectiveness of the program. 
The ANOV A summary table for these beginning teachers 
m Seminole County only is presented in Table 24, below. 
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TABLE 24 
ANOVA SU1\.1MARY OF GENDER-PAIRING GROUPS FOR BEGIN-
NING TEACHERS ONLY ON THE SUCCESS SCALE IN 
SEMINOLE COUNTY 
DF SUM/SQU. MEAN SQU. F-RATIO F-PROB. 
Bet. Groups 3 1.64 .55 .52 .66 
Sl With. Groups 107 112.27 1.05 
Total 110 113 .91 
Bet. Groups 3 7.41 2.47 2.10 .09 
S2 With. Groups 108 121.65 1.13 
Total 111 129.06 
Bet. Groups 3 .48 .16 .16 .92 
S3 With. Groups 109 109.38 1.00 
Total 112 109.86 
Bet. Groups 3 .35 .12 .15 .93 
S4 With. Groups 109 85.51 .78 
Total 112 85.86 
Bet. Groups 3 2.07 .69 .52 .67 
S5 With. Groups 98 129.28 1.32 
Total 101 131.34 
Bet. Groups 3 13.80 4.60 2.03 .11 
S6 With. Groups 107 242.53 2.27 
Total 110 256.32 
Bet. Groups 3 4.33 1.45 1.1 9 .32 
S7 With. Groups 109 132.44 1.22 
Total 112 136.78 
Bet. Groups 3 9.84 3.28 2.95* .04 
S8 With. Groups 109 121.28 1.11 
Total 112 131.12 
Bet. Groups 3 2.63 .88 .70 .55 
S9 With. Groups 109 136.26 1.25 
Total 112 138.89 
*Indicates F-Ratio is significant at .05 level 
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Only one significant difference was revealed between these 
groups of beginning teachers only in Seminole County. The 
Tukey Procedure showed that: 
On Item S8 (PT/useful ideas), the scores of Group Two 
(FBT/MPT) were significantly less positive than those 
of Group Four (MBT/FPT). 
Research Question # 3 was--Is there a significant difference 
between the attitude of an administrator concerning the 
beginning teacher Program as measured by the Administrative 
Attitude Scale and the success of that program as measured by 
the Beginning Teacher Program Success Scale? 
The answer to this question was determined by comparing 
the scores on the Success Scale to those on the Attitude Scale. 
Mean scores and standard deviations were derived, and T-
Ratios were calculated. The results of these tests are shown m 
Table 25, below. 
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TABLE 25 
T-RATIO RESULTS FROM COMPARISON OF ADMINISTRATIVE 
ATTITUDE TO BEGINNING TEACHER SUCCESS IN THE TOTAL 
POPULATION, ORANGE COUNTY AND SEMINOLE COUNTY 
T-RATIO SCORE N1 
Total 5.56* 3 7 9 5 01 
Orange County 5.18* 212 365 
Seminole County 4.03* 101 140 
*Indicates scores were significantly different at .05 level 
In all cases, there was a significant difference between 
the attitude of the administrators and the beginning teachers' 
perception of success of the program, indicating that there was 
no relationship or an inverse relationship between 
administrative attitude and beginning teacher success scores. 
When all item scores were totaled, the means on both survey 
instruments fell on a scale that ranged from the most positive 
score of 9 to the least positive score of 54. The central or 
neutral point on this scale was 31.5. Administrative total 
means score on the Attitude Scale in the total population was 
25.36, while the beginning teacher . total means score on the 
Beginning Teacher Success Scale was 21.28. In Orange County, 
the administrative total means score on the Attitude Scale was 
25 .40 while the beginning teacher total means score on the 
Success Scale was 21.43. In Seminole County, the admin-
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istrative total means score on the Attitude Scale was 25.26 
while the beginning teacher total means on the Success Scale 
was 20.91. In each of the above cases the differences of the 
total means scores indicated that the administrators' attitudes 
scores were less positive than the beginning teachers' success 
scores. 
The last study question was--ls there a significant 
difference between the attitude of peer teachers/mentors as 
measured by the Administrative Attitude Scale and the 
perception of success of the beginning teachers as measured by 
the Beginning Teacher Success Scale? 
Again, mean scores and standard deviations were derived, 
and T-Ratios were calculated comparing the scores of the 
Attitude Scale and the Success Scale. The results are shown m 
Table 26, below. 
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TABLE 26 
T-RA TIO RESULTS FROM COMPARISON OF PEER TEACHER/ 
MENTOR ATTITUDE TO BEGINNING TEACHER SUCCESS 
INTI-IE TOTAL POPULATION, ORANGE COUNTY 
AND SEMINOLE COUNTY 
T-RATIOS N1 
Total 4.65* 379 642 
Orange County 4.78* 272 452 
Seminole County 1.28 107 188 
*Indicates scores were significantly different at the .05 level 
In Orange County and in the total population, there was a 
significant difference between the attitude of the peer teacher/ 
mentor and the beginning teacher perception success of the 
program, indicating there was no relationship or an inverse 
relationship between them. Total means again fell on the same 
scale as on the previous question, from 9 to 54, with 31.5 as the 
central or neutral point. Peer teacher/mentor total means score 
on the Attitude Scale in the total population was 23.95 while 
begining teacher total means score on the Success Scale was 
21.28. In Orange County the peer teacher/mentor total means 
score on the Attitude Scale was 24. 73 while the beginning 
teacher total means score on the Success Scale was 21.43. In 
both of the above cases the scores indicate that the peer 
teacher/mentor attitude score was less positive than the begin-
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ning teacher success score. In Seminole County, however, there 
was no significant difference between peer teacher/mentor 
attitude and beginning teacher perception of success, indicating 
that there was a relationship between those scores. The peer 
teacher/mentor attitude total means score on the Atttitude 
Scale there was 22.23, while the beginning teacher success 
total means score on the Success Scale was 20.91. Since these 
scores were closely enough aligned that they were not signif-
icantly different, they indicate a positive relationship between 
the peer teacher/mentor attitude and the beginning teacher 
perception of success. 
Additional Findings 
Overall, the mean scores of all groups on both The Begin-
mng Teacher Success Scale and the Administrative Attitude 
Scale remained in the positive zone, when 3 .5 is determined to 
be a neutral score. 
The response to the question on the choice of peer 
teachers/mentors was also examined. Since some of the 
research (Levinson, 1978; Misserian, 1982; Phillips-Jones, 1982; 
& Sheehy, 1976) indicated that mentors should not be assigned 
but should be chosen by the participants, it was felt that it was 
important to know whether or not beginning teachers viewed 
their assigned peer teacher/mentor as indeed the person most 
helpful to them. This item, S6 (Others vs PTs) consistently 
received the least positive response of any item on either 
survey instrument. 
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The comments of the participants were also examined. 
Administrative comments from both counties indicated, that 
while their scores on Administrative Attitude Scale approached 
the neutral point indicating dissatisfaction with the program, 
their attitude toward the participants themselves was very 
positive. Peer teacher comments varied between the two 
counties. In Orange County, peer teachers were dissatisfied 
with the lack of reimbursement and time which they had to 
devote to assisting the beginning teachers. In Seminole County, 
where peer teachers were financially reimbursed, they still 
expressed the need for more time to assist the beginning 
teachers. The comments of beginning teachers revealed con-
cern with the fairness of the final or summative evaluation. In 
addition, those experienced teachers from out of state who 
were participating in the short-term program were very 
dissatisfied and indeed insulted by their inclusion in a program 
intended for beginners. 
Summary of Results 
The first research question concerned whether or not 
there were significant differences between the two counties. 
There were significant differences on the Beginning Teacher 
Success Scale revealed by analysis of the data. Orange County 
scores were significantly less positive on items related to the 
helpfulness of the peer teacher/mentor, the accuracy of the 
final or summative evaluation and the overall effectiveness of 
the program. Seminole County scores were significantly less 
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positive on items related to the values of the observation or 
formative evaluation for self-appraisal and the helpfulness of 
the administrator. Significant differences were also found when 
analyzing the Administrative Attitude Scale. Here, Orange 
County scores were significantly less positive on items 
regarding beginners having less problems with parents, having 
fewer discipline problems and causing fewer problems for 
administrators. 
The second research question concerned whether or not 
there was a significant difference between the gender-pairing 
of the beginning teachers and peer teachers/mentors, and the 
perception of success of the Beginning Teacher Program. 
Significant differences were found when the data were 
analyzed for the total population, and for Orange County with 
peer teachers/mentors combined or separated. The only 
analyses that led to no significant differences occurred when 
data were examined for peer teachers/mentors separately or m 
combination with beginning teachers in Seminole County. 
Beginning teachers analyzed separately there showed one 
significant difference. 
When analyzed for peer teachers/mentors and beginning 
teachers combined in the total population, the scores of Group 
Three (MBT/MPT) were significantly less positive than others 
on items related to the helpfulness of the observation or 
formative evaluation and its value for self-appraisal. Within 
the sub-group of peer teachers/mentors only in the total 
population, the scores of Grou_p Three (MBT/MPT) were 
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significantly less positive than others on the same items as 
above. In addition, the scores of Group Three (MBT/MPT) were 
significantly less positive than others on the item about the 
accuracy of the final or summative evaluation. When the 
results of the beginning teachers only in the total population 
were analyzed, only one significant difference appeared on the 
item regarding the accuracy of the final or summative 
evaluation. Peer teachers/mentors and beginning teachers 
combined in Orange County also demonstrated significant 
differences. The scores of Group Three (MBT/MPT) were 
significantly less positive than other groups on items related to 
the value of the formative evaluation or observation and its 
usefulness for self-appraisal, the accuracy of the final or 
summative evaluation and the helpfulness of the administrator. 
When the scores of the peer teachers/mentors only in Orange 
County were analyzed, those of Group Three (MBT/MPT) were 
significantly less positive than others on those same items plus 
the item regarding the overall benefit of the program. Amongst 
beginning teachers only in Orange County, there was only one 
significant difference. The scores of both groups One (FB T /FPT) 
and Three (MBT/MPT) were significantly less positive than 
others on the item regarding the accuracy of the final or 
summati ve evaluation. 
Peer teachers/mentors and beginning teachers combined 
m Seminole County displayed no significant differences 
between groups. This was also true of the peer teachers/ 
mentors when analyzed separately. However, when beginning 
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teachers were analyzed separately, one significant difference 
appeared. On the item related to the useful ideas provided by 
the peer teachers, the scores of Group Two (FBT/MPT) were 
significantly less positive than those of Group Four (MBT/FPT). 
The third study question concerned the relationship 
between the attitude of the administrators and the success of 
the beginning teachers. No relationship or an inverse relation-
ship was found between administrative attitude which 
approached the neutral score and beginning teacher success. 
However, there was evidence in the administrative comments 
that their attitude toward the participants in the program was 
much more positive than their attitude toward the program. 
The last study question concerned the relationship 
between the attitude of the peer teachers/mentors and the 
success of the beginning teachers. In the total population and 
in Orange County, evidence indicated no relationship or an 
inverse relationship. However, in Seminole County there was 
no significant difference between the attitude of the peer 
teachers/mentors and the success of the beginning teachers, 
indicating that there was a positive relationship between peer 
teacher/mentor attitude and beginning teacher success. 
CHAPTERV 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The purpose of this study of Florida's Beginning Teacher 
Program was to determine if differences existed between the 
two counties studied and to examine several aspects of the 
program regarding the relationship between the beginning 
teacher participants, their assigned peer teachers/mentors and 
the administrators for whom they were working. The first 
relationship to be considered was that between the beginning 
teachers and their peer teachers/mentors. In this regard, the 
particular aspect to be examined was whether or not there 
were significant differences in the perceptions of success 
depending upon the four different possible gender-pairings of 
beginning teachers and peer teachers/mentors. In addition, 
the writer also examined the relationship between the attitude 
of the administrators and peer teachers/mentors and the 
beginning teachers' perception of success of the program. To 
accomplish these purposes two rating scales were developed; 
the Beginning Teacher Success Scale and the Administrative 
Attitude Scale. These scales were field tested, checked for 
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reliability, and submitted to a committee of experts to 
determine content validity. 
Theoretical foundation for the assignment of a peer 
teacher/mentor to help a beginning teacher was found in the 
work of Carl Rogers, who studied the "helping adult." Adler, 
Heine, and others continued to study the relationship, 
concluding that the attitude of the "helping adult" was the 
most crucial factor in determining the success of the 
relationship. This relationship in all of its different 
manifestation has come to be included in mentoring theory, 
and has achieved additional support in the studies of Perry, 
Bandura, Erikson, Brown and DeCosta. 
The study was conducted in one large Florida county, 
Orange, and one smaller county, Seminole. All beginning 
teachers, their peer teachers/mentors, and their admin-
istrators in those counties were asked to complete the Success 
Scale devised for the study; and administrators and peer 
teachers/mentors were asked to complete the Attitude Scale 
devised for the study. Of the 1,182 concerned persons, 78 .9% 
responded, and the resulting data showed that gender-pairing 
did make a difference in the perception of success of the 
program. The male beginning teacher-male peer teacher/ 
mentor combination was shown to have the least positive 
perception of the ~ss of the program. There was little 
evidence to indicate any measurable effect of administrative 
attitude on the success of the program in either county. There 
was evidence to support the beneficial effect of a positive peer 
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teacher/mentor attitude on beginning teacher perception of 
success in Seminole County. 
Conclusions 
1. Differences between the two counties reflected the 
differences in implementation programs of the counties. 
Orange County scores of the Beginning Teacher Success 
Scale were less positive on items related to the helpfulness of 
the peer teachers/mentors. In Orange County the peer 
teachers/mentors were not reimbursed for their services 
while in Seminole County, they were reimbursed, leading to 
greater commitment to the program. Seminole County scores 
were less positive on the item related to the helpfulness of the 
administrator. Again, bec_ause the peer teachers/mentors 
were reimbursed, the administrators may have turned over 
more of the responsibility for formative evaluation and 
assistance to them. 
2 . The male beginning teacher-male peer 
teacher/mentor combination was the least successful in the 
gender-pairing study. 
When the Success Scale was analyzed in all of the 
various combinations, there were 12 times when significant 
differences between groups were identified. All but one of 
these times involved the male beginning teacher-male peer 
teacher/mentor combination having a less positive score on 
the Success . Scale. The power of this finding is increased by 
the fact that this group was one of the smallest in the gender-
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pairing study, with 65 members out of total of 615 (see Table 
6, p. 64). 
These results were more apparent in Orange County 
where significant differences appeared 11 times, than in 
Seminole County, where significant differences appea1ed only 
one time, perhaps because of the smaller group sizes in 
Seminole County. 
3. Administrative attitude toward the program had 
no apparent effect on the success of the program. There were 
significant differences between the attitude scores of 
administrators and the success scores of beginning teachers, 
indicating there was no relationship or an inverse relationship 
between them (see Table 26 on p. 97). While all 
administrative attitude scores were in the positive zone, six of 
the nine scores fell between 2.5 and the neutral score of 3 .5 
(see Figure 4 on p. 61). However, analysis of the comments 
made by administrators indicated that while their attitude 
toward the program was neutral, their attitude toward the 
particpants was very positive. 
4. Peer teacher/mentor attitude toward the program 
had no effect on the success of the program in Orange County. 
However, in Seminole County, a positive peer teacher/mentor 
attitude was positively related to the success of the program. 
Once again, differences in implementation, particularly 
the reimbursement of peer teachers/mentors can be credited 
as accounting for this beneficial effect of . a positive peer 
teacher/mentor attitude. 
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5. The assigned peer teacher/mentor was not always 
the teacher whom the beginning teachers felt was the most 
helpful to them. All groups, in all analyses of the Success 
Scale, scored less positively on Item S6 (Other teachers 
provide more help to beginners than do assigned peer 
teachers) than on any other item on the instrument. 
6. Evidence indicated that the program was a 
moderate success and that a positive attitude toward the 
Beginning Teacher Program prevailed throughout. 
All analyses of both the Success Scale and the Attitude 
Scale resulted in scores that were in the positive zone. 
However, the scores of some groups approached the 3 .5 
neutral point on certain items such as S6 (PT vs. others) as 
discussed above, indicating that the perception of success and 
the attitude of participants could be further improved. 
Recommendations 
1. Differences in implementation of The Beginning 
Teacher Program between Orange and Seminole counties 
should be studied to determine how they account for the 
differences in administrative and peer teacher/mentor 
attitude and success of the program between the counties. 
2. Careful consideration should be given to the 
selection of peer teachers/mentors for the beginning teachers, 
avoiding the male beginning teacher-male peer 
teacher/mentor combination whenever po~sible, until such 
time as it can be determined why this combination scored 
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consistently less positive success scores. Further study of this 
issue is needed. 
3. Further study of the relationship between the 
attitude of Administrators and the Success of participants is 
necessary. 
Since the results of this study do not conform to previous 
works on the importance of the attitude of a "helping adult," 
studies need to be conducted to determine whether this is a 
result unique to the educational field, or if the administrative 
attitude is of less importance since the beginning teacher 1s 
more closely associated with the peer teacher/mentor. 
Successful results should be shared with administrators m an 
effort to effect an even more positive attitude toward the 
Beginning Teacher Program. Consideration must also be given 
to the positive attitude administrators expressed toward the 
participants in the program. Future study should be 
undertaken to determine if this positive attitude toward the 
beginning teachers has a greater effect than the neutral 
attitude toward the program. 
4. Future inservice for peer teachers/mentors should 
stress the advantages and positive results of the Beginning 
Teacher Program, and the importance of the part played by 
the peer teachers/mentors. Peer teachers/mentors should 
receive training in how to be a "helping adult" as well as in the 
domains of teaching. 
5. Further study of the system o_f selecting peer 
teachers/mentors should take place, as the preliminary 
1 1 1 
results reported in this study indicate that changes m that 
system may need to be considered. 
Consideration might be given to a plan such as that in 
Toledo described in Chapter II, where peer teachers/mentors 
are released from regular duties for up to three years during 
which time they act as supervisors for six to eight beginning 
teachers annually and participate in the final decision on 
rehiring them. Such a plan would solve the problem, 
mentioned consistently in the peer teachers/mentors' 
comments, that there simply was not enough time to provide 
the beginning teachers with the help they needed. 
Driscoll, Peterson and Kauchak, in their plan, call for 
a mid-year evaluation at which time re-assignment of a 
new mentor can take place if the mentor and beginning 
teacher are not well matched. Another plan that merits 
some considertion is the Novice to Expert Model espoused 
by Bruner. In this model, the beginning teacher would be 
evaluated against against a successful model and a 
computer program would be employed to determine what 
changes the beginner needed to make in order to achieve 
successful status. 
It is the opinion of the writer that some of elements of 
different plans might well be incorporated. All existing staff 
members should be actively encouraged to take the inservice 
training necessary to become peer teachers/mentors. In that 
situation, administrators and peer teachers/mentors could 
assess the personality of the beginning teacher in the first few 
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weeks of school and assign a peer teacher/mentor with whom 
the beginning teacher could best relate, a situation more 
closely aligned with mentoring theory. Computer 
programming could be employed to help determine plans for 
overcoming areas of weakness. The relationship could be 
formalized at the end of the first six or nine weeks of the 
school year, and could be re-evaluated at mid-year should 
either the beginning teacher or peer teacher/mentor express 
dissatisfaction with the arrangement. 
6 . A longitudinal study of the beginning teachers 
involved in this study would demonstrate whether or not their 
perception of the program improved with the passage of time, 
a phenomenon noted by Casebourne and McCabe in Australia. 
7. Although all scores on both the Beginning Teacher 
Success Scale and the Administrative Attitude Scale were in 
the positive zone, study of the particular results should be 
undertaken in an effort to produce even more positive results. 
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oea r Kiss Benris, 
1211 Melonwillc Awenue S.inlord . ~loriela 3277 I 
Pf\onc (JOSI 322 · 1252 
Th i s i s to confirm our telephone conversation of septetnber 9, 1986 
granting you permission to conduct research on the Beginning Teacher 
Program in the Seminole county Schools. If we, in this of!ice, can 
be of any assistance to you, please l~t us know. 
If you will call and schedule a meeting with me in early oece~be:, we 
will be able to provide you with a list of the cu::ent participants 
i n the Beginning Teacher Program, their peer teachers, their 
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________ Elementary School 
Orlando. FL 32804 
Attention: 
Dear _______ _ 
6927 Nicholson Dr. 
Winter Park . FL 32792 
Feb. 14. 1987 
As per our telephone conversation of February 13 . I am sending the 
surveys regarding the Beginning Teacher Program and a copy of the 
permission form signed by Dr. Still. Each person who is participating in the 
program as a Beginning Teacher. a Peer Teacher or an Administrator is 
asked to fill out this very brief survey. 
As the building administrator of this program. you are being asked to 
distribute. collect. and return these forms . A self-addressed. stamped 
envelope has been included to facilitate your return of the surveys. 
The forms have been color-coded. and each survey is labelled vilh the 
correct person 's name. "Post-it" paper was used to make up these labels. so 
that they may be removed by the participants before returning the 
surveys. if they wish to do so. 
Your assistance in completing this study is essential. and is greatly 
appreciated. Please return the completed surveys by February 25 if at all 
possible. 
Thank you in advance. 
Elaine C. Henris 
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